A Survey of Pennsylvania School Principals\u27 Perceptions of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Certification Process and the Leadership Roles of National Board Certified Teachers by Balbach, Amy
Duquesne University
Duquesne Scholarship Collection
Electronic Theses and Dissertations
Summer 2012
A Survey of Pennsylvania School Principals'
Perceptions of the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards Certification Process and the
Leadership Roles of National Board Certified
Teachers
Amy Balbach
Follow this and additional works at: https://dsc.duq.edu/etd
This Immediate Access is brought to you for free and open access by Duquesne Scholarship Collection. It has been accepted for inclusion in Electronic
Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Duquesne Scholarship Collection. For more information, please contact
phillipsg@duq.edu.
Recommended Citation
Balbach, A. (2012). A Survey of Pennsylvania School Principals' Perceptions of the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards Certification Process and the Leadership Roles of National Board Certified Teachers (Doctoral dissertation, Duquesne
University). Retrieved from https://dsc.duq.edu/etd/280
  
A SURVEY OF PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL PRINCIPALS‘ PERCEPTIONS OF THE  
NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL TEACHING STANDARDS  
CERTIFICATION PROCESS AND THE LEADERSHIP ROLES  
OF NATIONAL BOARD CERTIFIED TEACHERS 
 
 
A Dissertation  
Submitted to the School of Education 
 
 
 
Duquesne University 
 
In partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the degree of Doctor of Education 
  
By 
Amy Beth Mackie Balbach, M. Ed. 
 
August 2012 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright by 
Amy Beth Balbach 
 
2012 
 
 iii 
 
 iv 
ABSTRACT 
 
A SURVEY OF PENNSYLVANIA SCHOOL PRINCIPALS‘ PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROFESSIONAL TEACHING STANDARDS  
CERTIFICATION PROCESS AND THE LEADERSHIP ROLES  
OF NATIONAL BOARD CERTIFIED TEACHERS 
 
 
 
By 
Amy Beth Mackie Balbach 
August 2012 
 
Dissertation supervised by Dr. Mary Frances Grasinger, C.S.J. 
Throughout the 1980‘s, the notion of standards came to the forefront throughout 
the education world.  Groups questioned how to define quality teaching.  The National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards was developed to meet this need providing a 
voluntary national certification to identify accomplished teachers.  Since its inception, 
researchers have explored NBPTS.  Yet, few studies sought the perspective of critical 
stakeholders, building principals, in evaluating the effectiveness of the NBPTS process. 
This study seeks to gain the perspective of those key administrators by comparing their 
perceptions of the National Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board Certified 
Teachers on their instructional staff. 
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A portion of this study replicates a study originally conducted by Dr. Robert Alvin 
Griffin of Auburn University.  The current researcher added components exploring the 
leadership roles of NBCTs and the influence of school location. This study is important 
in Pennsylvania due to the focus on teacher effectiveness and the link between principal 
leadership and student achievement. 
The study revealed a significant difference between principal perceptions of 
NBCTs and non-NBCTs when considering characteristics connected to the Five Core 
Propositions of NBPTS: Commitment to Student Learning, Knowledge of Subject 
Matter and How to Teach It, Management and Assessment of Student Learning, 
Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in Learning Communities.  These 
findings are similar to those in Griffin‘s study.  In terms of leadership, mixed reviews 
were noted.  The majority of respondents indicated that there is no difference in 
leadership between NBCTs and non-NBCTs on their staff.  There were no significant 
differences noted based upon school location of rural, urban, and suburban. 
Findings suggest the National Board Certification process is effective and NBCTs 
are perceived to be more effective than their non-NBCT counterparts in all of the areas 
assessed on the core survey.  However, the leadership piece remains unclear. Most 
principals perceived NBCTs as engaging in a variety of leadership activities but in 
generally the same ways and roles as non-NBCTs.   There is work to be done by both 
principals and NBCTs to cultivate the leadership potential of NBCTs and increase the 
collective expertise of NBCTs in schools. 
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Chapter I:  Introduction 
 Local control of schools has long been touted as one of the great hallmarks of the 
educational system in the United States.  While there are federal mandates that impact 
education, the country for many years had 50 states exerting individual controls over 
education and within those 50 states, local school districts who hold a great deal of 
control over what is done within their district.  While this is seen by many as a great 
positive, local control, at the local school board level or at the school level as some 
current scholars suggest, is still a hallmark of our system; it was also the impetus in the 
1980s and 1990s for the development of the standards movement in education (Doyle & 
Finn, 1984; Epstein, 2004; Kirst, 2004; Snider, 2010).  By the mid-1990s most states 
were adopting academic standards for students that in turn changed the face of the 
education world for teachers and administrators (Cross & Joftus, 1997).  Various groups 
started working together to rethink teacher preparation programs and the teaching 
profession.  Many questioned how to define quality teaching and what defined a quality 
teacher (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Greenwald, Hedges, & 
Laine, 1996; Hanushek, 1992; Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Wenglinsky, 2000).  The notion 
of national standards for teachers rose to the forefront as a linking component helping to 
identify the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that are necessary for accomplished 
teachers across the country (Ambach, 1996). 
 As standards for teachers have developed and a voluntary system for certifying 
accomplished teachers has risen from those standards in the form of the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards, it is important to take a closer look at whether that 
process is effective.  There is a need to discover whether or not teachers, certified under 
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the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards process, stand out as any 
different from their colleagues.  One of the best stakeholders to make that determination 
is the school principal.  The principal has daily interaction with teachers and students that 
allow him or her to make that judgment.  Thus, one must consider the role of the primary 
standards-making body for teachers in the United States, the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards, and the role of the principal in exploring the 
effectiveness of the Board process as seen through the principal‘s perception of the 
performance of the teachers on his or her faculty. 
Background:  National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
 The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) is an 
organization founded in 1987.  It was born out the need for America to pursue a world-
class teaching force.  If our country is to develop world-class schools, certainly its 
teachers must be top professionals who meet high standards of quality in the classroom 
and beyond on a daily basis.  The mission of the National Board is to advance the quality 
of teaching and learning in three key areas: 
 Maintaining high and rigorous standards for what accomplished teachers know 
and should be able to do 
 
 Providing a national voluntary system certifying teachers who meet these 
standards 
 
 Advocating for related education reforms to integrate National 
 Board Certification in American education and to capitalize on the expertise of 
National Board Certified Teachers (NBCTs) 
 
National Board certification was developed by teachers, with teachers, and for teachers 
and has become a symbol of professional teaching excellence (National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards [NBPTS], 2002). 
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 NBPTS has five core propositions.  First of all, they believe that teachers are 
committed to students and their learning.  Secondly, teachers know the subjects they 
teach and how to teach those subjects to students.  Thirdly, teachers are responsible for 
managing and monitoring student learning.  Fourth, teachers think systematically about 
their practice and learn from experience. Finally, teachers are members of learning 
communities. 
 These five core propositions are the framework and foundation for National 
Board Certified Teachers.  The essential knowledge, skills, dispositions, and beliefs that 
characterize these teachers each fall under one of the five areas outlined above (NBPTS, 
2011f).  They are the bedrock of the NBPTS movement and exemplify the vision in clear-
cut terms for teachers and other stakeholders.  Teachers who are deemed accomplished 
by NBPTS demonstrate these propositions in their teaching practice on a daily basis. 
 This focus on keeping teachers at the core of NBPTS structure was intentional 
from before the inception of the board itself.  The movement came as an outgrowth of the 
work of the Carnegie Task Force in the early and mid 1980‘s (NBPTS, 2011e).  It was 
through this task force that a report known as A Nation Prepared:  Teachers for the 21
st
 
Century was written (Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986).  As part 
of a corresponding planning group, North Carolina Governor James B. Hunt, Jr. and 
others on the board spoke out for the establishment of clear standards for what teachers 
should know and be able to do and then called for the ―support and creation of rigorous, 
valid assessments to see that certified teachers do meet those standards.‖  In doing this, 
the board wanted the involvement of teachers in all aspects of the process.  Heavy teacher 
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involvement is still a hallmark of NBPTS as teachers are involved in every step of the 
process at all levels (NBPTS, 2011e). 
Background:  Role of Principal 
 Principals have the primary role of maximizing student achievement (National 
Association for Elementary School Principals [NAESP], 2008; Southern Regional 
Education Board [SREB], 2006; The Broad Foundation, 2006; Wallace Foundation, 
2011).  Simply stated, they are responsible for the achievement of the students who attend 
the schools they supervise.  In light of the No Child Left Behind legislation (2002), this is 
truer than ever. Additionally, the principal is the educational leader for an entire building 
of teachers. Thus, principals should have a two-fold interest in considering the 
effectiveness of National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification and 
ultimately the effectiveness of teachers in their building who reach accomplished status 
as well as those who don‘t.  First of all, principals should be seeking to hire and retain 
teachers who are most efficient in bringing about high levels of student achievement 
through their exemplary levels of knowledge and effective practice.  Secondly, principals 
must set the tone for their buildings in terms of education, professional development, and 
leadership.  Their view of the National Board Certification process and its effectiveness 
can have a strong influence on the teachers with whom these principals serve.  Principals 
may be a force in encouraging or discouraging participation in the National Board 
process for the teachers within their building.  In addition, with changing views on 
teacher evaluation, it is important for principals to have a sense of what types of 
evaluations are worthwhile and what types are not.  If the National Board process is a 
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valid evaluative tool, it is important for principals to consider its value in their districts, 
or at the very least, the value of certain components of the process.   
Purpose of the Study 
 This study is designed to replicate and add to a study conducted previously in 
Alabama by Dr. Robert Alvin Griffin (2006).  While the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards continues to have its share of advocates and foes, much of the work 
relating to the effectiveness of the National Board Certification process is based solely 
upon student outcomes and there seems to be conflict regarding which outcomes to 
consider and how to best compare those outcomes.  Additionally, there is concern that 
student achievement alone is not an appropriate indicator of the overall effectiveness of 
the National Board process or its impact on teaching and learning.  Principals are the 
instructional leaders in their buildings.  Their perception of the process and the 
effectiveness of teachers who are certified through the process is a vital element.  The 
view of the principal can greatly influence how NBCTs are utilized within their 
buildings, whether or not teachers seek to be involved in the certification process, and the 
value that parents and other stakeholders place on National Board Certification.  
Therefore, it is imperative to have a sense of the principals‘ perceived effectiveness of 
NBPTS certification and how NBCTs will be utilized within individual school buildings.  
The purpose of this study, then, is to examine school principals‘ perceptions of the 
National Board Certification process and the leadership roles and practices of National 
Board Certified Teachers. 
 By looking at the perceptions of principals, the thoughts of instructional leaders 
and supporters of school improvement and change is being considered.  Hopefully, this 
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will, in turn, cause additional exploration into the perceptions of teachers, parents, and 
other stakeholders.  Consideration may be given to how to better utilize National Board 
Certified Teachers beyond the classroom.  Principals have the ability to make conscious 
decisions in how to structure the leadership within their school and make more strategic 
decisions that will benefit student achievement. 
 Dr. Griffin‘s initial study was limited to school principals in the state of Alabama.  
It is important to continue his work by surveying principals in other locations.  The 
perspective of Pennsylvania principals will add to the body of research in this area.  
Pennsylvania is unique in its blend of rural, urban, and suburban districts whose sizes 
vary greatly, both in number of students served and in geographic area.  Pennsylvania is a 
state with strong collective bargaining ties that don‘t necessarily support and encourage 
teachers to pursue National Board certification.  Even at the state level, in Pennsylvania, 
there is limited support for the process when compared to other states.  In examining 
principals‘ perceptions in Pennsylvania, it is important to look at the responses of 
disaggregate groups.   
 Additionally, the initial study was done based on Dr. Griffin‘s survey which 
supplied quantitative data regarding principal perceptions of National Board Certified 
Teachers (NBCTs) verses non-National Board Certified Teachers (non-NBCTs) within 
their buildings.  This study seeks to add qualitative information with regard to the 
leadership role that NBCTs may or may not play within their respective schools and what 
opportunities, if any, are offered to those with National Board Certification. 
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Significance of the Study 
 In current research relating to the effectiveness of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards and its certification process, there is limited data that 
considers the view of the building principal.  As the instructional leader for the building 
as well as the guiding force in placing personnel in key roles within the building, it is 
imperative to gain the perspective of these leaders.  The study will reveal principals‘ 
perceptions of the National Board Certification process.  Results of this study should 
provide insight into whether or not NBPTS is achieving its mission and the overall 
effectiveness of the process for teachers.  The study results should also help to determine 
if NBCTs are perceived to be excelling in the areas identified by the five core 
propositions.  Additionally, the study should provide insight into how NBCTs are being 
used by principals and how NBCTs exert leadership within the school and beyond. 
Results of this study may influence teachers in their decision-making process regarding 
the pursuit of National Board Certification.  It may also aid K-12 principals in their 
decision to champion the process among their staff and within their districts, encouraging 
its use for professional development or not.  Finally, if the results show that principals do, 
in fact, perceive NBCTs to be more effective in the five core propositions, they may 
encourage their school systems and the state to provide additional supports and incentives 
to encourage more teachers to participate in the process.   
 In examining the disaggregate groups in terms of rural, urban, and suburban 
districts, the results will help to show whether the process appears to be more or less 
effective for teachers in certain areas.  It will help establish the role that the National 
Board Certification process is currently playing in these areas, how principals in different 
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areas are utilizing NBCTs, and whether or not NBCTs are rising to leadership challenges 
and aiding student achievement in these districts in ways that differ from their non-NBCT 
colleagues. 
Additionally, the added component relating to shared leadership goes beyond the 
scope of the core propositions.  One of the criticisms often uncovered in research was the 
underutilization of NBCTs.  Addressing the issue of shared leadership and drawing a 
comparison between NBCTs and non-NBCTs in the critical area of leadership gains a 
perspective from the administrators‘ viewpoint and helps to establish if any differences 
are noted among the two groups from those surveyed in Pennsylvania.  Additionally, the 
qualitative responses of principals give insight into what leadership positions, if any, are 
being offered to NBCTs and whether or not NBCTs are seeking to engage in those 
opportunities. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions will be investigated in this study based on 
perceptions of (K–12) school principals in Pennsylvania: 
1. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on a combination of these variables: Commitment to Student Learning, 
Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management and Assessment of 
Student Learning, Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in Learning 
Communities? 
2. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Commitment to Student Learning? 
3. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
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NBCTs in Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It? 
4. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Management and Assessment of Student Learning? 
5. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Systematic Thought about Practice? 
6. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Membership in Learning Communities? 
 7. Do NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-NBCTs in 
terms of their leadership?   
 8.  Do principals from rural, urban, and suburban districts differ significantly in 
their views of NBCT(s) on their staff? 
Null Hypotheses 
 The research questions led to eight null hypotheses based on the perceptions of K-
12 school principals in Pennsylvania that were also used to guide this study as well as the 
demographic of the school in which those principals serve. 
1. The NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on a combination of these variables:  Commitment to Student 
Learning, Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management 
and Assessment of Student Learning, Systematic Thought about Practice, and 
Membership in Learning Communities. 
2. The NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on having a Commitment to Student Learning (p<.05). 
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3. The NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It (p<.05). 
4. The NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on Management and Assessment of Student Learning (p<.05). 
5. The NBCTs on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on Systematic Thought about Practice (p<.05). 
6. The NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-
NBCTs on Membership in Learning Communities (p<.05). 
7. The NBCT(s) on their instruction staff do not differ significantly from the 
non-NBCTs in terms of their leadership. 
8. Principals from rural, urban, and suburban districts do not differ significantly 
in their views of the NBCT(s) on their staff. 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms related to NBPTS, school principals, and assessment  
were integral to this study: 
Accomplished Teacher  A teacher who achieves an accomplished rating 
     through the National Board for Professional 
     Teaching Standards assessment process. 
 
Advocate    A supporter of NBPTS. 
 
Assessment Center   Set of six 30-minute writing prompts that are  
Exercise    part of the National Board assessment process. 
 
Assessors Certified individuals who evaluate and score the 
NBPTS assessment center exercises and portfolios. 
 
Candidate A teacher working toward National Board 
Certification.    
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Core Propositions The five core beliefs that build the foundations for 
the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards. 
 
Critic     An opponent of NBPTS. 
Effective Leaders For the purposes of this study, an effective leader is 
one who employs strategies and procedures that 
have been proven to have a positive effect on 
student achievement. 
 
Effective Schools  For the purpose of this study, an effective school is 
one identified as having high levels of student 
achievement, often despite difficulties such as high 
levels of low-income students. 
 
NBCT     An NBCT is a National Board Certified Teacher. 
 
Non-NBCT    A teacher who is not certified by the National Board 
     for Professional Teaching Standards. 
 
Portfolio A collection of artifacts, including work samples 
and video recordings, and written commentaries 
serving as documentation related to the core 
propositions of the NBPTS.  
 
Shared Leadership Most commonly accepted definition:  ―A dynamic, 
interactive influence process among  
individuals in groups for which the objective is to  
lead one another to the achievement of group or  
organizational goals, or both.‖ (Conger and  
Pearce, 2003 as cited by Kocolowski, 2010)  For the 
purposes of this study, shared leadership involves 
school principals openly sharing decision-making 
and high levels of involvement with teachers. 
 
Standards Written expectations for meeting a specified level 
of performance.  Standards exist for what students, 
teachers, and principals should know and be able to 
do.  Various organizations have content standards, 
as do individual states.  References are made in this 
study to standards of organizations such as the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
and the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
Introduction 
 Pennsylvania Secretary of Education, Ron Tomalis said, ―Research shows that the 
quality of teachers in classrooms has the greatest influence on student achievement.  But 
it is the school leadership that mentors and supports the ongoing development of teachers, 
and we need to give them the tools to be successful‖ (Eller, June 2011, p.1).  In the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, there are two prominent issues being touted by the 
Department of Education at this time:  teacher effectiveness and the connection of 
principal leadership to student achievement.  In the area of teacher effectiveness, the state 
reports that 99.4% of all teachers received a satisfactory rating for the 2009-2010 school 
year.   State Secretary of Education Ron Tomalis questions the logic in this as he views a 
great disparity between the number of teachers with satisfactory ratings and the 
achievement of students based upon state testing results.  Tomalis cites the one-fourth of 
students who are not deemed proficient in reading and the nearly one-third who are not 
proficient in math as evidence that the current teacher evaluation system is not accurate.  
In efforts to change the current system, a new evaluation system has been developed over 
the last two years.  The new system takes into account student performance in addition to 
more traditional modes of evaluation such as classroom observation.  As of September 
2011, there were more than 100 entities that have volunteered to pilot a program with a 
new system for evaluating teachers and principals (Eller, Sept. 2011).   
 It is evident that in Pennsylvania, there is a focus on student achievement.  
Furthermore, the roles of teachers and principals in bringing about increased student 
achievement are being explored at the state level.  New systems are emerging to evaluate 
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teacher effectiveness and to develop the role of the principal as the instructional leader 
within his or her building.  This study seeks to explore principals‘ perceptions of the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards process by comparing National 
Board Certified Teachers and non-National Board Certified Teachers on their faculty.  
Moreover, the study seeks to explore what, if any, leadership roles are being offered to 
NBCTs and whether or not NBCTs seek out those leadership opportunities.  In order to 
better understand these areas, one must first explore the history of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards along with assessments made by its advocates and 
critics, the role of the principal in the educational process, and the notion of shared 
leadership and how principals and teachers are navigating the challenge to come together.  
The study is important in Pennsylvania at this time due to the focus on development of 
school principals and their role in supporting teachers as well as the evaluation of teacher 
effectiveness.  This study will aid principals in determining if the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards process should play more of a role in the teacher 
development piece in Pennsylvania. 
History of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
 A bleak picture of public education was painted in 1983 when A Nation at Risk, a 
federal report on the state of American education, was released.  The report outlined such 
things as deficiencies of American students when compared to their foreign counterparts, 
the number of functionally illiterate students in the United States, falling Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (SAT) scores from 1963 to 1980, and a lack of higher order intellectual 
skills among adolescents.  At the same time, there was increasing demand for skilled 
workers in new fields, especially technology related fields and robotics as well as a 
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growing concern about the rapid transformation of everyday lives and common careers 
due to increased changes in technology.  The report also included findings in the areas of 
content, expectations, time, and teaching (U.S. Commission on Excellence in Education, 
1983).  This left many in the nation dissatisfied with the state of education.  New 
initiatives sprang up in a variety of areas and an array of strategies was put into place to 
try to combat identified issues and allay the fears of the public.   
 Individuals and groups started to band together to call for reform of the education 
system in the United States.  Specifically, many targeted the teaching profession.  In 
1985, Albert Shanker, then president of the American Federation of Teachers was among 
the first to call for national standards for teachers and the creation of a board that would 
evaluate teachers.  His initial vision called for the study and defining of what teachers 
should know and be able to do as well as how to best evaluate the skills, knowledge, and 
dispositions that are identified.  He also felt that teachers needed to be involved in the 
process (NBPTS, 2011e). 
 The development of the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession was 
another key piece in the birth of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.  
In 1986, the task force issued a report titled A Nation Prepared:  Teachers for the 21
st
 
Century (1986).  The primary suggestion from the report was the establishment of a 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards that would raise the standards for 
teachers and thus, they surmised, increase student achievement.  The report suggested 
that the United States must graduate greater numbers of high achieving students in order 
to develop a high-wage economy and avoid the over-development of the lower class.  
The report called on teachers to accomplish this goal through things such as increased 
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preparation, revamped compensation system, changes in the professional environment, 
and increased accountability. 
 Finally, out of the recommendations of the Carnegie Task Force‘s report, the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards was established in 1987.  The 
National Board began with a three-fold mission: 
 To advance the quality of teaching and learning by: 
 maintaining high and rigorous standards for what accomplished teachers  
should know and be able to do 
 
 providing a national voluntary system certifying teachers who meet these 
standards 
 
 advocating related education reforms to integrate National Board  
Certification in American education and to capitalize on the expertise of  
National Board Certified Teachers (NPBTS, 2011e). 
 
In advancing this mission, the board believed it could professionalize teaching by  
attracting and retaining highly qualified teachers who would voluntarily seek the  
National Board credential.  Lortie (1975) had essentially labeled teaching a ‗semi- 
profession‖ and educators had long battled the perceptions that came with that  
label.  Essentially, teaching was not considered to have a specialized knowledge base  
(Lortie, 1975; Metzger, 1987).  The work of the National Board in these early days  
was to change that notion and revolutionize the profession. 
The Five Core Propositions 
 Early on, NBPTS developed five core propositions that have served as the 
foundation for all of their work.  These propositions were born out of the fundamentals of 
what teachers, who are accomplished, should know and be able to do in their classrooms 
and beyond.  The propositions seem simple in nature.  Yet, just about everything that one 
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can consider in the world of education falls under one of these five areas.  They are the 
bedrock of the profession and must be cultivated by individual teachers, building-level 
teaching communities and the profession as a whole in order to see growth in the 
profession.  Some have even utilized these propositions as the basis for their teacher 
preparation programs and professional development programs (Lieberman & Walker, 
2007; Marshall, 2006-2007). 
The first core proposition states that teachers are committed to students and their 
learning.  The main thrust of this proposition is the belief that all students can learn 
(NBPTS, 2002).  A number of issues fall under this area from understanding and 
appreciating cultural differences to developing character and civic responsibility in 
students (NBPTS, 2011e).  Part of this commitment involves adjusting to individual 
student needs in a number of areas.  Thus, the teacher must utilize his or her expertise to 
make appropriate adjustments based on such things as student motivation, skills level, 
knowledge, peer relationships, or family background (NBPTS, 2002). 
The second proposition proclaims that teachers know the subjects they teach and 
how to teach those subjects to students.  The second part of this proposition is especially 
important as more and more schools look to content area experts in math and science but 
do not necessarily make considerations as to whether or not those experts in the field can 
teach the content to students.  Within this area, it is considered that accomplished 
teachers have a rich understanding of their subject matter and how it links to other 
subjects as well as the spiraled links and organization within that particular subject 
(NBPTS, 2002).  Accomplished teachers should be cognizant of the learning gaps that 
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may be common for their students and aware of preconceptions that students may have 
surrounding the subject matter (NBPTS, 2011e).   
The third core proposition speaks to the teacher‘s responsibility to manage and 
monitor student learning.  What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do (2002) sums 
it up well in proclaiming, ―Accomplished teachers create, enrich, maintain, and alter 
instructional settings to capture and sustain the interest of their students and to make 
effective use of time‖ (p.3).  This involves students on individual and whole class levels 
so that teachers are helping all students to progress (NBPTS, 2011e).  It involves the use 
of formative and summative assessments within the classroom that vary in type.  
Additionally, this area calls for expertise in conveying student progress to parents 
(NBPTS, 2011e).  Establishment of a positive classroom learning environment comes 
into play within the proposition.  This is a learning environment in which the teacher sets 
standards for interaction between peers as well as between students and teacher so that 
the classroom becomes a safe place in which the students can engage and be challenged.  
It is a place where students are motivated and the teacher is able to maintain their interest 
even when students encounter temporary failures that are part of the learning process 
(NBPTS, 2002). 
The fourth core proposition says that teachers should think systematically about 
their practice and learn from experience.  Teachers continue to be learners and are 
reflective of their practice.  They never stop learning, exploring, or creating.  They model 
the virtues that they seek to develop in their students including things like curiosity, 
fairness, reason, perspective, problem solving, and risk taking (NBPTS, 2002).  
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Accomplished teachers stay current with learning and instructional theories and issues 
that are facing education (NBPTS, 2011e).   
The fifth and final proposition states that teachers are members of learning 
communities.  Gone are the days of teachers walking into the classroom and closing the 
door each day never to interact with another teacher throughout the day with the 
occasional exception of some dialogue across the lunch table.  Accomplished teachers are 
to be interactive members of a broader community within their school buildings and 
beyond.  This may involve collaboration with other teachers or partnerships with business 
and community leaders and other stakeholders (NBPTS, 2011e).  Accomplished teachers 
are not simply concerned with student achievement at the classroom level.  They are 
involved in instructional policy, curriculum issues, and staff development to impact 
student achievement on a wider scale (NBPTS, 2002).  Teachers who are accomplished 
in this area should be able to work with parents and help produce effective, two-way 
communication. 
It is clear that much is being asked of the accomplished teacher.  In fulfilling these 
five core propositions, one must be highly skilled in both the art and science of teaching 
as well as one who is adept in dealing with an array of educational stakeholders beyond 
the classroom.  One must move individuals and groups of students forward and meet 
diverse learning needs and styles.  The accomplished teacher is constantly learning and 
growing, willing to take calculated risks within the classroom in order to increase student 
achievement and engage students at higher levels, making a lasting difference in the lives 
of students.  What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do (2002) says, 
―Accomplished teaching involves making difficult and principled choices, exercising 
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careful judgment and honoring the complex nature of the educational mission‖ (p. 21).  
There is much work to be done as teachers seek to develop the knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions of their students in the classroom daily.  
NBPTS Certification 
National Board certification is a voluntary advanced teaching credential.  Once 
achieved, it is valid for ten years.  Candidates are eligible for renewal that usually takes 
place during the eighth or ninth year of the certificate.  As of 2012, the cost of applying 
for certification is $2,500 for new applicants and $1,250 for renewals (NBPTS, 2012).  
There is assistance available in the form of scholarships and grants as well as state and 
local funding which varies greatly from state to state.  In the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, there is not currently any standard, state-level assistance offered for all 
applicants. As of 2009, the most recent data available, 47 of Pennsylvania‘s 501 local 
school districts provided some sort of incentive for teachers.  This support comes in 
various forms including one-time or yearly stipends upon successful achievement of 
certification, time off to work on the portfolio preparation, or assistance with the 
application fee (NBPTS, 2009).  Financial benefits to successful teachers in these 
Pennsylvania districts range from a few hundred dollars to more than $30,000 over the 
life of the certificate.  Additionally, as of 2010, some first-time applicants were able to 
receive $1,250 from the state to help cover the cost of applying.  A set number of funds 
were provided each year with priority given to teachers in math, science, and early 
childhood education as well as those teaching in low-income schools.   
The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) currently 
offers 25 certificates in 16 different subject areas.  These are broken down into different 
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age categories in some areas.  Age categories include early childhood (3y-8y), middle 
childhood (7y-12y), early adolescents (11y-15y), adolescents-young adulthood (14y-
18+y), and combinations of those categories.  Additionally, in the areas of early 
childhood and middle childhood, candidates may choose a generalist certificate.  The 
generalist certificate focuses on the range of curriculum at the chosen age level rather 
than honing in on a specific curricular area.  School counseling is also among the 
certificates offered at the present time (NBPTS, 2011c).  When going through the 
process, candidates must have access to students who fall into the age range for which 
they are seeking certification.  Additionally, they must be able to teach lessons in the 
subject area in which they are seeking certification. 
 Standards are developed for each certification area.  A committee is formed to 
develop the standards.  This committee is comprised of classroom teachers and other 
experts in the field including those in child development or higher education.  The 
committee drafts standards for their certificate area that are reflective of the core 
propositions.  Once formulated, the standards are posted for public comment and review.  
They then go back to committee for final revision before being presented to the NBPTS 
Board of Directors.  Once approved by the Board, the standards for each certificate are 
published in their final form (NPBTS, 2011h).  It is crucial for candidates to review the 
standards for the chosen certification area prior to making a decision to seek National 
Board Certification in that area. 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Process 
 In order to apply for National Board certification, one must first be eligible.  This 
includes:  holding a bachelor‘s degree, having completed three full years of teaching or 
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counseling experience, and possessing a valid teaching or counseling certificate or license 
during that time period (NBPTS, 2011b).  Applicants are required to verify this 
information at the start of the process.   
 The actual National Board assessment is comprised of two sections, the portfolio 
and the assessment center exercises.  The portfolio entries are designed to focus on 
teaching practice while the assessment center exercises require constructed responses and 
are designed to assess content knowledge of the candidate.  The portfolio is comprised of 
four portions.  First of all, there is a classroom-based entry.  This entry contains written 
documentation from the applicant along with student work.  Then, there are two 
videotaped portfolio entries.  These require written information as well as the videotaped 
segment.  The video portion is designed to display interaction between the teacher and his 
or her students.  Finally, the fourth portfolio entry consists of documented 
accomplishments from outside of the classroom (NBPTS, 2011g).  These are things that a 
teacher does in other areas that have an impact on student learning.  The specific 
instructions for each entry vary depending upon the certification area.  However, the 
general requirements remain consistent.  Once completed, the portfolio is packaged 
according to specific directions outlined by NBPTS and shipped in a special box.  
Specific timelines and guidelines are followed throughout the portfolio process (NBPTS, 
2011g). 
 The use of portfolios of this kind is supported within the field (Danielson, 1996; 
Silver, 2010; Steeley, 2003; Wolf, 1996).  This portfolio is a collection of information 
about the teacher‘s practice and calls upon the teacher to reflect on their process and 
practice.  A useful portfolio is not merely a collection of items or a scrapbook, but a tool 
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for improving one‘s practice and ultimately becoming more effective in the classroom 
(Wolf, 1996).  Danielson (1996) champions the role of reflection in her framework as 
well noting that it is the ―mark of a true professional‖ (p. 106).  This can be accomplished 
through the portfolio process.  Additionally, Steeley‘s study of NBPTS (2003) revealed 
that participants in her study emphasized the value of reflection in the National Board 
process. 
 The second part of the assessment involves the online assessment center 
exercises.  This is a very different experience for candidates.  While candidates have a 
great deal of control and decision-making power about what to include in their portfolio 
entries, the assessment center exercise is designed to assess content knowledge through 
response to six prompts.  The candidate has 30 minutes to respond to each of the prompts.  
The candidates are given basic information regarding the exercise descriptions based on 
their content areas.  They may also prepare using retired prompts and are encouraged to 
review key information for their content area (NBPTS, 2011a). 
 Teachers spend approximately 200-400 hours preparing their portfolio and 
engaging in tasks related to National Board work during the time in which they are 
involved in the assessment process.  Some enter into affiliations with area support groups 
or networks in which they can gain support during their preparation.  Some of these 
groups also offer resources to assist the candidates in practical matters relating to the 
process such as loaning video cameras to candidates or providing practice for the 
assessments.  Often, incentives are attached to these groups as well.  For example, in 
Pennsylvania, when candidates attended programs offered through the state Centers for 
Teaching Excellence, Act 48 credit hours were awarded.  This helped candidates fulfill 
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some of the state mandated professional development time while pursuing topics 
specifically related to National Board Candidacy.   
In addition, just for going through the National Board process, candidates can 
earn three hours of graduate credit.  Those who achieve accomplished status receive an 
additional six hours of credit while those involved in the renewal process can receive 
three more hours for a potential total of twelve hours of graduate credit.  This has 
financial benefits for individual teachers who may use those hours toward advanced 
degrees, state licensure renewal, or movement on the pay scale.  Additionally, it can save 
districts that provide funding toward college credits a great deal of money.   The process 
of awarding graduate credit is granted through the American Council on Education 
(ACE).  This lends even greater credence to the National Board process as a professional 
development component.  ACE evaluated the National Board process using recognized 
experts in teaching, professional development, and evaluation.  Their rigorous external 
review found the National Board process to be comparable with coursework required for 
graduate programs at colleges and universities (NBPTS, 2011d).   
 In its proposition paper, What Students Should Know and Be Able to Do (2002), 
NBPTS asserts that its very existence brings to light the need for common standards in 
education.  Yet, there is a realization that school context can be very different.  The 
portfolio and assessment center exercises are designed to allow accomplished teachers in 
any setting to demonstrate their wisdom based upon their particular students, the needs of 
their community, and the work that they do.  The accomplished teacher, regardless of 
setting will ‖blend and adapt their knowledge of teaching with their knowledge of the 
community in which they work to ensure effective student learning‖ (p.21).  It is the 
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belief of the National Board that candidates from a variety of settings and backgrounds 
can be accomplished as they can meet the standards in their setting.   
Impact of NBPTS Certification 
Support for National Board Process. There is continually increasing support for 
the notion that quality teaching is the single-most powerful predictor of student 
achievement.  It is clear that teacher quality counts in the classroom.  Teacher quality is 
found to be a more consistent and powerful predictor of student achievement than other 
commonly considered factors including race, socioeconomic status, and parental 
education and influences (Darling-Hammond, 1999).  Through numerous studies 
compiled in What Matters Most:  Teaching for America‘s future, the National 
Commission on Teaching and America‘s Future (1996) suggests that teacher ability is 
equated with student knowledge and performance.  Policymakers have endorsed quality 
teaching as well by requiring a highly qualified teacher in every classroom through the 
No Child Left Behind Act (2002).  Studies have indicated that National Board 
certification process does identify highly effective, quality teachers (Bond, Smith, Baker, 
& Hattie , 2000; Cavalluzzo, 2004; Goldhaber & Anthony, 2004; Myford & Engelhard, 
2002; Vandervoort, 2004). 
 From its earliest studies, NBPTS has sought to link its accomplished teachers to 
increased student achievement and many studies have found this to be true.  The most 
generally cited study providing a link between student achievement and national board 
certified teachers comes from Goldhaber and Anthony (2004).  In comparing students of 
NBCTs and students of non-NBCTs, Goldhaber and Anthony found that students of 
NBCTs achieved better than their counterparts on standardized tests.  Another study 
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published that same year found more positive links.  When comparing results on the 
Stanford Achievement Test, 9
th
 Edition, Vandervoort, Amrein-Beardsley, and Berliner 
(2004) found that students of NBCTs performed better than students of those who did not 
achieve certification in nearly three-fourths of the comparisons.   
 Since the number of NBCTs is still relatively small when compared to the 
nation‘s entire teaching force, it continues to be difficult to make widespread, accurate 
comparisons when it comes to student achievement data.  However, the results of these 
studies are promising and prompt further study into this area.  Yet, many proponents are 
not concerned with simply looking at student test scores as a measure of teacher success 
or of the value of the National Board Certification process as a whole.  There are other 
indicators that cause proponents to rise up in support of the process. 
The National Commission on Teaching and America‘s Future has been an 
advocate of the National Board Certification process.  In ―No Dream Denied‖ (2003), the 
Commission reinforces its support of NBPTS and notes the use of National Board 
Standards as the benchmark for recognizing and rewarding accomplished teaching.  The 
work of NBPTS is embedded throughout the three-fold strategy set forth by the 
Commission:  Strategy 1-Schools Where Dreams Can Grow:  Creating Learning 
Communities, Strategy 2-Building Dreams on a Strong Foundation:  Quality Teacher 
Preparation, Accreditation, and Licensure, and Strategy 3-Fulfilling the Dream of 
Teaching:  A Professionally Rewarding Career.  Portions of National Board philosophy 
are woven through each of these strategies.  The Commission directly addresses National 
Board Certification as part of Strategy 3 in a call for more teachers to participate in the 
process and for the opportunities for those who are NBCTs to be given new roles based 
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on their expertise.  The Commission notes that the number of NBCTs has begun to reach 
critical mass and research will continue to be collected examining the effects of their 
teaching.  Additionally, the Commission acknowledges the role that National Board 
standards have played in the redesign on pre-service and graduate programs throughout 
the nation (National Commission on Teaching and America‘s Future, 2003).   
 Many teachers engaged in the National Board Certification process see benefits to 
their teaching practice.  Beldon, Russonello, and Stewart (2002) surveyed California 
NBCTs perceptions of the National Board certification process and discovered many 
benefits in terms of utility from the teacher standpoint.  They found that 74% felt the 
process improved their self-confidence.  65% believed the process enhanced their ability 
to articulate learning goals for students, and more than half rated the process as ―very 
helpful‖ in two other important pedagogical areas:  helping them recognize individual 
differences in students and improving their understanding of how students develop and 
learn.   Noteworthy ratings from NBCTs came in the areas of being able to better engage 
students effectively with 56% of respondents giving a ―very helpful‖ rating, making 
multiple learning paths available to students with 53% favorable response, and for 
providing the opportunity to connect standards (K-12 Academic Content Standards for 
California Public Schools) in ways that enhance student learning with 52% finding the 
process ―very helpful.‖   
 However, it is not only successful candidates who support the National Board 
certification process.  While there are certainly those who have not attained the 
certification that speak out against National Board, there are others who value the process 
and find it to be beneficial.  This provides backing for the use of the National Board 
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process as a professional development tool.  Roden (1999), a middle school computer 
science teacher, speaks to this point.  His journey toward NBCT status was unsuccessful.  
Yet, he considers that process a ―win‖ anyway.  Roden cites the process as the most 
intense professional effort taken during his 34-year teacher career.  Roden came through 
the process with an increased focus on teacher collaboration, which he began to engage in 
more readily himself as well as incorporate into workshops that he conducts for other 
teachers.  Additionally, Roden noted that the process encouraged him to make time for 
reflection.  This important concept for teaching practitioners is a hallmark of the National 
Board process and one that stands to make a significant impact on teaching practice.  
While Roden‘s story is anecdotal in nature, the points that he makes are also backed up 
by researchers who found that even those not attaining accomplished status made overall 
gains in their teaching performance (Lustick & Sykes, 2006). 
 There are many others who encourage participation in the National Board 
Certification process as a strong professional development tool.  Ingvarson (1998) saw 
the potential of the National Board certification process from early on.  He notes the 
promise of professional development that is grounded in professionally-designed 
standards.  It is through these standards that a clear vision can develop for teachers that 
can greatly impact their teaching practice.  The indication from Ingvarson is that the 
National Board Certification process has a two-fold impact on professional development 
for teachers.  First of all, the process offers teachers the opportunity to engage in 
reflection and analysis of their work using the standards as a guide.  Secondly, the 
National Board Certification process has a performance-based component with the 
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portfolio entries that can guide teachers as they strive to enact the standards in their 
classroom practice.   
This assertion of the important role that the standards play in teacher professional 
development is reinforced by Sato, Wei, and Darling-Hammond (2008) who note that 
teachers engaged in their small-scale study felt that the standards were an important 
driver of change.  The teachers saw the standards as providing the vision that Ingvarson 
(1998) spoke of in his work.  Teachers in the Sato study believed that the National Board 
certification process required them to engage in systematic analysis and reflection based 
upon evidence of student learning provided by the teachers themselves or their work in 
aligning with the standards.  Coskie and Place (2008) also found the National Board 
certification process to provide a productive learning opportunity for teachers.  They 
determined that the process can have a positive influence on a teacher‘s practice over 
time.   
Teacher comments from the qualitative portion of the research of Lustick and 
Sykes (2006) speak heavily to the profound impact of the National Board Certification 
process on teachers.  Early in their paper, the authors are quick to note that even teachers 
not achieving accomplished status or demonstrating great gains in student achievement 
may have been impacted greatly by the process and grown from where they were as 
teachers when starting the process.  This is an important point to consider in light of the 
criticisms that will be shared later.  They note time and again the impact that teachers 
shared on their practice, most notably in the areas of scientific inquiry and a shift from 
teacher-centered to student-centered interactions, recognition of individual student needs, 
and teacher reflection. 
 29 
Not setting out to validate the National Board process, Silver‘s study (2010), 
found that the process was effective in identifying early adolescent mathematics teachers 
who were engaging their students in high-demand mathematics tasks.  Teachers whose 
lessons contained low-demand mathematics tasks and never reached for high levels did 
not achieve certification.  While the NBPTS did not utilize the same mathematics 
language proposed by the author, the process did identify teachers whose practices were 
aligned with what those in the field consider to be quality mathematics teaching.  
Additionally, Silver offered support for the use of portfolio data as a resource for 
evaluating teachers and found the entries to correlate with other practices that don‘t 
include direct observation such as the use of instructional artifacts and classroom 
assignments. 
Criticism of the National Board Process.  The National Board process is clearly 
not without its critics.  There are many who oppose the current process.  They criticize 
the financial investment by the federal government, private businesses, and foundations.  
As of 2006, this investment had reached the $400 million mark with only approximately 
1% of the nation‘s teaching force certified (Boyd & Reese, 2006).  When exploring the 
numbers today, it is closer to 2% of the teaching force that is certified by the National 
Board.  With that increase in numbers, there has been an increase in expenditure of 
money as well.   Many critics don‘t see the value in the overall system and rally against 
the NBPTS.   
Hess (2004) as cited by Boyd and Reese (2006) is noted as giving credence to the 
National Board as an interesting idea in theory.  However, he calls the execution of their 
approach a disaster.  Hess believes the process is too heavily linked to whether teachers 
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write ―sufficiently passionate essays about their ―commitment‖ and ―reflectiveness‖ 
rather than student learning that occurs in one‘s classroom‖ (p. 54).  This is similar to an 
earlier study of four NBPTS candidates.  Teachers in this small case study felt that the 
National Board Certification process placed greater value on their ability to write than 
their ability to teach (Burroughs , Schwartz, & Hendricks-Lee, 2000).    
One of the earliest and strongest critics of the NBPTS process was John Stone of 
East Tennessee State University.  Stone conducted a study of 16 NBCTs in Tennessee 
and found that according to the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS), 
none of the 16 teachers could be considered exceptional in terms of bringing about 
student achievement (Stone, 2002).  While his sample size is small, the sample sizes of 
some of the positive studies used to promote the National Board are small as well.   
 Another critic is George Leef who constructed a policy report speaking out 
against the continued support of NBPTS in North Carolina.  He criticizes the vagueness 
of the standards, the disconnect of the assessment to authentic classroom teaching, and 
the possible construction of activities just to meet requirements (Leef, 2003).  Leef‘s own 
arguments are vague.  While he does give some examples of prompts from portfolio and 
assessment center exercises, he does not explore in any way the impact of NBCTs on 
students in North Carolina or discuss any evidence of what is actually occurring in 
schools there.  It is hard to build a case without looking at evidence of the effectiveness 
of teachers who are in the schools and making a comparison between those who have 
achieved National Board Certification and those who have not achieved it or who have 
not attempted to achieve it.    
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 While not overtly critical of the NBPTS, McColskey and Stronge (2005) had 
difficulty finding major strengths in NBCTs compared to non-NBCTs when using student 
achievement as a primary indicator.  In their two-phase study in North Carolina, they 
found no significant difference in student achievement in reading and math sores of 
students of NBCTs verses students of non-NBCTs.  The researchers were quick to note 
that their sample size of NBCTs was relatively small with only 25 NBCTs to 287 non-
NBCTs, and they were only looking at one grade level.  However, it was also noteworthy 
that when using teacher achievement indices, NBCTs did not attain scores in the top 
quartile across the board.  In fact, 22% scored in the lower quartiles.  This led McColskey 
and Stronge to the conclusion that there are quite possibly ―false positives‖ identified in 
the National Board process, a concern broached by other researchers as well.  
Vandervoort, Amrein-Beardsley, and Berliner (2004) questioned this phenomenon in the 
study of Pool, Ellett, Schiavone, and Carey-Lewis (2001).  Essentially, various 
researchers note that teachers who are stronger writers may be able to score higher than 
they actually should because they can more readily engage in written discourse regarding 
their teaching practice.  Conversely, teachers who are not as articulate may be a ―false 
negative‖ in the process as they may be very effective teachers but have difficulty 
conveying this through the writing process. 
 Some critics voice concern that the National Board only assesses effectiveness by 
its own standards.  First and foremost, they assert that NBPTS lacks the research to 
support its own standards.  Secondly, these critics argue that NBPTS measures teachers 
only through a process based on internal validity, using its own standards rather than 
considering external measures, such as student achievement (Ballou & Podgursky, 1998; 
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Podgursky, 2001).  Essentially, these critics contend that those certified by the National 
Board are simply more likely to display the behaviors favored by the National Board than 
those who do not achieve certification (Serafini, 2005).  
Mixed Reviews of National Board Process.  Increasingly, there seems to be 
another group of research emerging, a group that does not appear as inherently for or 
against NBPTS.  Rather, this group brings to light many questions that emerge as the 
number of NBCTs continues to increase and the profession changes.  Some have 
responded to calls from the National Board itself for increased research on the process.  
Others have explored the process for other reasons.  Given the amount of time and money 
being devoted to the National Board process and to NBCTs in some states, these 
concerns attempt to take a closer look at the process and the teachers who become 
certified through the process. 
One of the goals shared by the National Board is to build community and 
collegiality among teachers.  However, if the process itself is creating ―unwanted 
hierarchies, ‖ then perhaps that issue needs further exploration (Serafini, 2002).  This 
concern was frequently raised by teachers in Ohio and South Carolina who rejected 
National Board certification as a status distinction among teachers.  There were some 
negative attitudes noted as well as ambivalence.  Often, NBCTs were seen as ―hard 
working‖ due to the time and commitment it takes to work through the process but not 
necessarily more skilled than others (Sykes et al., 2006).   
There is also a question of whether or not accomplished teaching can even be 
measured in this format (Serafini, 2002).  Serafini asserts that the process has inherent 
challenges in accurately representing accomplished practice.  He highlights the fact that 
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the items contained in the portfolio along with responses to the assessment center 
exercises are the only artifacts used to represent a teacher‘s practice.  Assessors never 
meet candidates, observe them in an actual classroom setting, or conduct interviews with 
candidates (Serafini, 2002).  Toch and Rothman (2008) indirectly counter this argument 
when considering the comprehensiveness of the National Board process.  They note the 
time spent demonstrating proficiency in the five core proposition areas and the diversity 
of artifacts provided to assessors:  lesson plans, student work samples, video-taped 
lessons, evidence of work with parents and colleagues, and personal reflections. 
 The ―chicken or the egg‖ mind-set comes into discussion here as well.  Many 
question whether or not the National Board process helps teachers to become better or 
just validates teachers who are already doing positive things.  In the area of leadership, a 
survey of California teachers‘ perceptions of National Board certification led credence to 
this point.  They found that certification did not greatly impact the NBCT‘s roles as 
leaders within their district or beyond.  Of those participating in the survey, a vast 
majority were already engaged in basic leadership roles prior to certification:  90% were 
involved in various school committees, 77% had mentored other teachers, 75% provided 
general professional development, and 73% had served as a Master or Supervising 
teacher for a student teacher.  Beyond this, 66% were involved in curriculum advisory 
committees at the school or district level and 65% had served as a school site council 
member in their building.  Further investigation concluded that among less common 
leadership activities such as serving as an adjunct instructor at a university or being 
involved with the California Subject Matter project or the California Curriculum Institute, 
some never participated in the roles and very few embraced the roles after obtaining 
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NBCT status (Belden, Russonello, & Stewart, 2002).  Sykes et al. (2006) found this 
phenomenon in terms of influence over school-wide policies.  Their evidence suggests 
that NBCTs may in fact have greater influence over policies than their non-NBCT 
counterparts.  Yet, since the evidence is not causal in nature, it is quite possible that 
teachers who chose to pursue National Board certification and were successful were 
already those teachers who were impacting their schools.  Thus, with current research 
there is no clear evidence to suggest whether engagement in the National Board process 
helps teachers develop as leaders or simply identifies teachers who were already stepping 
into these roles. 
Still others are concerned about teachers being in it for the financial incentives 
that some states offer or the flexibility of increased choice that comes when one becomes 
certified.  Accomplished teachers may move from low-performing schools where they are 
needed most to a more desirable location.  Goldhaber and Hansen (2009) found evidence 
of this phenomenon.  They note that NBCTs represent a valuable educational resource 
and that having the certification may impact a teacher‘s career decisions.  They found 
that NBCTs showed evidence of moving from schools with high levels of minority 
students into other positions within their district or other districts.  Overall, NBCTs are 
less likely than their non-NBCT counterparts to be working in schools with high 
percentages of minority, poor, and low-achieving students (Goldhaber & Anthony, 2004; 
Humphrey, Koppich, & Hough, 2005).  Moreover, principals often do not purposefully 
assign NBCTs to these positions (Vandervoort et al., 2004).    
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Role of the Principal 
 The perceptions of school principals are important when it comes to issues that 
impact teachers such as National Board certification.  Principals play a key role in 
assuring teacher effectiveness and are involved in the hiring, developing, and evaluating 
of teachers.  They must also provide input on where to allocate precious financial 
resources within their districts.  For these reasons, the perception of principals regarding 
the effectiveness of the National Board certification process is critical. 
In continuing to align with the standards movement, in 2001 the National 
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), an organization of over 30,000 
worldwide, developed a handbook for principals titled Leading Learning Communities:  
Standards for What Principals Should Know and Be Able to Do.  The second edition was 
published in 2008.  In keeping with the organization‘s mission to lead in advocacy and 
support for principals and other educational leaders, this handbook shares standards for 
principals and explores the roles that other stakeholders can take in their development.  It 
talks about the principals‘ power to make a difference as transformational leaders who 
consider the whole child and lead the way in being data-driven decision-makers (NAESP, 
2008).  The NAESP standards are: 
  1.  Lead Student and Adult Learning 
  2.  Lead Diverse Communities 
  3.  Lead 21
st
 Century Learning 
  4.  Lead Continuous Improvement 
  5.  Lead Using Knowledge and Data 
  6.  Lead Parent, Family, and Community Engagement 
 
These standards, developed by principals in the field, place the principals in the 
prominent role of instructional leader, the lead learner in a community of learners 
involving teachers, other professionals, parents, and students.  Similar notions are further 
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supported by the National Association of Secondary School Principals (2010) who note 
their goals of promoting high professional standards and supporting principals as 
instructional leaders. 
Professional development that pairs administrators with lead teachers and others 
in the building is also key along with principals demonstrating a sincere interest in what 
is taking place in the classroom environment (O‘Shea, 2005).  Principals are called upon 
to be involved, at the core, in instructional work. Positive results are achieved when 
administrators and teachers engage in shared efforts, formally and informally, as student 
achievement is impacted in positive ways (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008). 
Principals, as educational leaders, play a vital role in key areas.  Orr (2006) notes 
that educational leadership has become the reform strategy of the twenty-first century.  
She shares that with increased focus on principals‘ leadership, management, and 
organization practices can come improved teaching, student learning, and student 
performance in schools.  The connection is drawn clearly demonstrating that the 
leadership of the principal impacts the teachers and students.  This twenty-first century 
change has been seen in state policy reform as well.  Effective school research has been 
blended, increasingly, with the role of the educational leader and what must be done to 
bring about positive changes that promote student achievement for all (Sanders & 
Simpson, 2005).  If then, principals find that the National Board Certification process is 
worthy of the time and effort of teachers, those principals can advocate for the process, 
use it as a professional development tool as some have suggested, and/or become an 
advocate for NBPTS.              
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This is especially crucial during a time when principals have to be increasingly 
cognizant of the budgetary constraints on their buildings and districts.  There is also a 
financial reason for principals to consider the effectiveness of the National Board 
process.  Whether on a district level, if incentives are offered, or on a personal level, 
through encouraging teachers to voluntarily embark on the process, the financial 
implications can‘t be ignored.  Districts that do offer incentives for NBCTs are often 
making a large financial commitment to the process.  Principals want to be involved in 
making sure that commitment makes sense based on the results that they are seeing at the 
building level and beyond. 
Principals are accountable for the teaching and learning that takes place within 
their building.  Effective principals are involved in the daily happenings of the classes in 
their buildings and know their teaching staff.  According to Cotton (2003) who 
synthesized research over a twenty-year period, effective principals are focused on high 
levels of student learning.  They excel in supervision and are a present force within 
classrooms. 
Shared Leadership 
 The third part of NBPTS‘s mission statement explores the notion of using NBCTs 
as a resource, capitalizing on their expertise.  As shared earlier, NBPTS developed out of 
a national outcry to raise standards and make a difference as the country explored ―A 
Nation at Risk.‖  To accomplish such widespread change, a synergistic movement must 
take place.  Kouzes and Posner (2002) say it this way, ―To get extraordinary things done, 
we have to rely on each other‖ (pg. 252).   This aspect is overlooked time and again in 
schools and in the literature.  Flanagan (2010) notes this in one of her blog entries.  
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Flanagan shares that few investigators even thought to consider concepts such as 
professionalism, expertise, and advocacy when considering why a teacher would even 
consider participating in a voluntary national certification process.  Yet, Flanagan is able 
to look for the ideal that so many in education strive for.  She questions what it would 
look like to actually see the expertise of NBCTs and other talented teachers put to use to 
help reach our national education goals.  At the present time, NBCTs are often not even 
being used effectively in single buildings in many districts let alone at the district level or 
on a broader scale (Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2002).  A National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards Impact Study (2001) reports that 47% of the 
respondents reported no change in roles outside of their district after earning their 
National Board Certification and only 23% said that they are more often sought out since 
achieving certification.  They are given the term instructional leader but their expertise is 
often ignored when NBCTs could be utilized in a variety of roles including mentoring, 
induction, professional development, and teacher preparation (Farrell, 2005).  
Additionally, NBCTs could be involved at the building, district, and state level in a 
variety of meaningful ways to impact student achievement.   
 This issue also comes to light when exploring the role of the principal.  Time and 
again, effective school leaders are called upon to share leadership, build school teams, 
and distribute roles in a purposeful way.  In exploring qualities of effective schools, the 
PSEA Best Practices Resource Book (nd) notes eight general characteristics that high-
performing schools share.  Among those characteristics is high-quality instructional 
leadership.  They state that this comes from the principal but is also shared among other 
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staff at the school.  Cotton (2003) also notes the presence of shared leadership and staff 
empowerment being directed from administrators in effective schools. 
 Berg (2005) eloquently shares the leadership dilemma facing school principals 
and other school leaders noting a need to share leadership with NBCTs.  She calls for 
further research to assist in wading through the political, economic, and social nuances of 
teacher leadership.  This issue is confounded when considering that increasing numbers 
of NBCTs equates to increasing numbers of teachers with a validated credential that 
shows they have demonstrated the knowledge and skills that are critical to teaching and 
learning and have achieved accomplished status.  Often times, even their principals do 
not hold this sort of credential.  Thus, a shift is created in which school principals must 
navigate new territory as teachers move from a more traditional egalitarian culture to one 
of more shared leadership. 
 Principals play a key role in how the leadership within their building is shared.  
Teasley (2006) found that principals use differing strategies to elicit teacher involvement.  
Her work explores the distribution of leadership and specifically the role of principal as 
the strategist in that distribution with the ultimate goal of improving student learning.  
Teasley explored the workings of two urban schools.  She found, through observation and 
interview, that both schools had distributed leadership practices but that one school was 
more distributed and highly coordinated than the other.  The quality and quantity of 
interactions were considered and determined to make a difference in the level of 
influence that the principal exerted over the teachers in formal and informal situations.  
Thus, a conscious, strategic effort on the part of principals is required in order for 
leadership to be shared in ways that makes a difference for students.   
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 Shared leadership is credited as translating into improved instructional practices 
in the classroom.  As principals provide teachers input in decision-making processes, 
there is increased buy-in from the teachers and a sense of legitimacy that emerges for 
whatever initiative is being explored.  This decreases the power differential between 
principal and teacher and ultimately results in higher quality instruction at the classroom 
level (Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008).  This connects to the notions of ownership and 
collegiality as principals empower teachers and their leadership behaviors emerge in 
more productive ways.  Teachers are then able to collaborate in new ways and raise the 
standard for everyone. 
 In exploring the impact of National Board Certification, Boyd and Reese (2006) 
come to the conclusion that more emphasis needs to be placed on the leadership roles of 
NBCTs.  They call for the board, schools and districts, and reformers to start looking 
closely at this issue to maximize the influence of NBCTs in a variety of arenas.  This 
speaks heavily to school principals who have the ability to place NBCTs in roles such as 
mentors, teacher coaches, and leaders of other teachers.  Boyd and Reese call for those in 
position to make a difference to structure, encourage, and support NBCTs as leaders.  
This can be satisfied, at the building level, by the school principal.   They go on to note 
the role that shared leadership has in this endeavor and the important shift that needs to 
occur to move teachers from a place of being more solo practitioners to sharing their 
expertise with others in a more collaborative way. 
 In the widely esteemed Correlates of Effective Schools framework, this notion of 
shared leadership, directed by the principal emerges as well.  Instructional leadership, in 
the first generation of the Correlates focused primarily on school principals as 
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instructional leaders.  Within the second generation of the Correlates, the instructional 
leadership piece is still vital.  However, it is broadened to include teachers.  The role of 
the principal is converted from the instructional leader of the building to a ―leader of 
leaders‖ within the building where leadership is dispersed among the staff (Lezotte, 
2001).  Principals need to become ―adept at eroding teacher isolation by changing school 
structures and schedules to facilitate collaboration and teamwork‖ (pg. 616).  This is the 
hallmark of successful schools studied by Jacobson et al. (2005).  The push as seen from 
multiple researchers is toward the development of a community of leaders with important 
skills to promote success for students.   
 The issue of leadership clearly comes into play when exploring the literature on 
National Board Certified Teachers.  When reviewing research on effective principals, 
time and again, their need to facilitate an environment of shared leadership is 
demonstrated.  To further explore this issue, it is imperative to develop a working 
definition of shared leadership, its impact on education, and some of the characteristics 
associated with a shared leadership approach. 
 Kocolowski (2010) purports that the most commonly accepted definition of 
shared leadership comes from Conger and Pearce (2003).  They define shared leadership 
as, ―a dynamic, interactive influence process among individuals in groups for which the 
objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organizational goals, or 
both‖ (pg. 24).  Shared leadership, in educational circles, is often used synonymously 
with dispersed leadership, distributed leadership, and community of leaders.  Spillane, 
Halverson, and Diamond (2004) encourage educators to explore how leadership can be 
conceptualized as a distributed practice ―stretched over the social and situational contexts 
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of a school‖ (pg. 5).  The paradigm shift moves one from considering the function of 
what a person in a particular position, such as the principal, knows and does to viewing 
the totality of the activities engaged by leaders and their interactions surrounding specific 
tasks or in particular contextual settings.  So, in moving from Conger and Pearce‘s broad 
view of shared leadership in various environments to Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond‘s 
more focused view of distributed leadership in education, school leadership is defined as 
―the identification, acquisition, allocation, co-ordination, and use of the social, material, 
and cultural resources necessary to establish the conditions for the possibility of teaching 
and learning‖ (pg. 11).  Clearly, this leadership is best carried out by multiple people with 
far-reaching expertise rather than a single, positional leader. 
 In organizations such as schools, Spillane and Orlina (2005) note that distribution 
of responsibility for leadership can occur in four, not mutually exclusive, ways.  
Distribution of leadership can be established through design, default, evolution, or crisis.  
Based on the work of Teasley (2006) and others, it appears that a strong design, led by a 
strategic principal can have a great impact.  It is certainly better than simply allowing 
things to happen through default, evolution over a period of time, or based on a crisis 
situation that occurs within the school community whether that situation is a profound 
event or simply a crisis brought about by a lack of leadership, lack of communication, or 
a personnel-based issue.  
 This notion of shared leadership in education has led many to the concept of 
creating a purposeful community.  It is deliberate in nature with strategic planning on the 
part of the principal or other school leader.  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) craft a 
plan for effective school leadership based on a comprehensive study of the research 
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available in the field.  Steps 1 and 2 of their five-step plan speak to just this area.  In Step 
1 they discus the development of a strong school leadership team and in Step 2 the 
distribution of some responsibilities throughout the leadership team is explored.  This 
includes the development of the purposeful community concept.  In doing this, a 
collective efficacy is established over time.   The concept of collective efficacy gets to the 
core of where the National Board seemed headed with their initial mission.  
Communities, after all, are built around relationships and ideas.  They bond people 
together through shared values and common vision.  Community moves people from the 
―I‖ mentally to the shared ―we‖ thought-process (Sergiovanni, 1996).  Thus, the 
collective forces of National Board certified teachers at work in building, districts, and 
states has the potential to make a great impact through the purposeful community model.  
They allow educators to move from traditional models of leadership to a shared model.  
In doing so, creativity, innovation, and divergent thinking can be regarded as positive 
attributes that are celebrated within organizations.  Development must occur for 
principals and NBCTs to increase facilitation, interaction, and communication and begin 
to explore leadership in new ways (Scribner, Sawyer, Watson, & Myers, 2007). 
Griffin Study 
 The initial study was developed and carried out in Alabama by Robert Alvin 
Griffin for his doctoral work at Auburn University.  Griffin sought to examine school 
principals‘ perceptions of the National Board Certification process by designing a survey 
based upon the five core propositions of NBPTS.  Essentially, Griffin was looking to see 
if the Board accomplishes what it sets out to do by comparing principals‘ perceptions of 
their NBCTs and non-NBCTs in critical areas (Griffin, 2006).   
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 For the study, principals had to have been an administrator for at least one 
academic year.  They had to have at least one NBCT on their staff.  Griffin‘s survey 
consisted of 59 questions.  Each survey question was formatted using a Likert scale with 
response choices consisting of 1) strongly disagree, 2) disagree, 3) neither agree nor 
disagree, 4) agree, and 5) strongly agree.  The survey was administered by United States 
mail and at a state conference.  With this approach, Griffin was able to reach 90% 
participation with 277 of 308 eligible principals completing the survey (Griffin, 2006). 
 Griffin‘s results showed that based on principal perception, NBCTs excelled over 
their non-NBCT counterparts in all tested areas.  Overall, when compared to non-NBCTs, 
the NBCTs significantly excelled on a weighted combination of these variables:  
commitment to student learning, knowledge of subject matter and how to teach it, 
management and assessment of student learning, systematic thought about practice, and 
membership in learning communities.  Additionally, when looking at each area 
individually and making a t-test comparison, Griffin found NBCTs to significantly excel. 
Table 1 
Griffin Study Results 
Area of 
Comparison 
NBCT(s) Mean Internal 
Consistency 
Non-NBCTs 
Mean 
Internal 
Consistency 
Commitment to 
Student 
Learning 
4.32 .94 3.98 .91 
Knowledge of 
Subject Matter 
and How to 
Teach It 
4.34 .93 3.83 .69 
Management 
and Assessment 
of Student 
Learning 
4.33 .94 3.91 .91 
Systematic 4.21 .93 3.76 .90 
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Thought about 
Practice 
Membership in 
Learning 
Communities 
4.12 .88 3.75 .89 
         (Griffin, 2006) 
Griffin (2006) contends that the results of the study suggest that the NBPTS 
process potentially helps someone become a better teacher.  This is simply based on the 
comparison of the perceptions of school principals in the State of Alabama when 
considering the performance of NBCTs and non-NBCTs in key areas.  For further 
exploration, Griffin suggests replication of the study in additional states or with a larger 
sample size that would include assistant principals, central office staff, and post-
secondary personnel.  He also suggests replication with the same group at a later time 
when the number of NBCTs in Alabama has increased along with the principals‘ 
familiarity with the NBPTS process.  Griffin also suggests replicating the study after the 
NBPTS process has been used more formally as a professional development tool and 
more support and encouragement has been provided for potential candidates.  Finally, he 
encourages replication to address NBCTs in particular areas of certification. 
Summary 
 With the intent to raise standards and make an impact on student achievement, the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards was established in 1987.  It was 
developed by the Carnegie Task Force out of response to A Nation at Risk (1983) that 
alarmed many people in the education community and beyond and set a number of 
educational reform initiatives into motion.  NBPTS developed a mission and operated 
under five core propositions that essentially encompassed what all teachers should know 
and be able to do.  NBPTS has a number of advocates and critics as well as those who are 
 46 
questioning the process and trying to use research to determine if the National Board 
process is worth the time and money being put into it when considering student 
outcomes. 
 Principals play a key role in evaluating the effectiveness of the National Board 
Certification process.  Their unique position as instructional leaders within their building 
and as leaders who are responsible for promoting high levels of student achievement 
within their building places principals in a position to share their perceptions regarding 
NBCTs and non-NBCTs in meaningful ways.  Principals‘ perceptions are important in 
determining whether this process is one in which they should spend time and financial 
resources. 
 One area that continues to come to the forefront of the literature when exploring 
issues from a teacher perspective as well as a principal perspective is that of leadership.  
Part of the NBPTS mission is to capitalize on the expertise of those who have reached 
accomplished status and are deemed National Board Certified Teachers.  As numbers of 
NBCTs in the nation reach critical mass, it is important to explore what leadership roles 
districts are offering these teachers and whether or not NBCTs are engaging in those roles 
in ways that differ from their non-NBCT counterparts.   
 The initial study was conducted with principals in the state of Alabama.  Results 
of that study indicated that NBCTs excelled over their non-NBCT counterparts in areas 
relating to the five core propositions of NBPTS.  Based upon Griffin‘s (2006) suggestions 
for further research, additional research in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is 
warranted to add to the body of knowledge relating to the National Board for Professional 
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Teaching Standards process.  Additionally, as demonstrated through the literature review, 
additional questions regarding leadership should be posed to principals. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 
Introduction 
 As of early 2012, Pennsylvania still has less than 1,000 National Board Certified 
Teachers.  The growth of National Board certification in Pennsylvania is heavily 
contingent upon the support of school principals who serve as instructional leaders, 
overseers of creating effective schools, and those in charge of the hiring and evaluation 
process.  It is important to understand the views of principals concerning NBCTs and 
non-NBCTs in relation to the five core propositions established by the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards.  In addition, it is important to know how NBCTs are 
being utilized within schools from a leadership perspective.  In this way, one can gauge 
the viewpoints of key stakeholders, the principals, as well as the potential impact of 
NBCTs within their respective buildings. 
Population 
 The population for this study consisted of principals in Pennsylvania with at least 
one National Board Certified Teacher on his or her instructional staff.  In order to 
participate, the principal must have been an administrator with at least one year of 
experience.  The intent was for the entire population to be sampled.  However, some 
districts declined participation in the study.  The final sample consisted of those 
responders in participating districts who completed the survey during the allotted time 
frame.  As of December 2011, there were 870 valid National Board Certified Teachers in 
Pennsylvania.  Those that could be located were divided among 380 different principals 
with each principal having between one and 23 NBCTs on their instructional staff with 
the majority having between one and three NBCTs on staff.  Once the principals in 
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districts declining participation were eliminated, the sample was reduced to 323 
principals.  The remaining population of principals was surveyed through an Internet 
survey using Survey Monkey unless a valid e-mail address could not be located for a 
particular population member.  
Population members were identified through a two-fold process.  First, the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards website, www.nbpts.org, was 
utilized to identify current National Board Certified Teachers in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and the districts in which they serve.  From the entire list of 904 NBCTs, it 
was determined that 34 had invalid certificates as of November 2011, leaving the number 
of NBCTs with valid certificates at 870.  Of this group, some were no longer practicing 
as teachers, some could not be located, and others were deceased.  It was determined that 
49 NBCTs were no longer holding their teaching positions.  Current positions include 
such roles as principal, Director of Curriculum and Instruction, university professor, 
coordinator, or consultant.  Additionally, of that group, 10 NBCTs were confirmed retired 
from their position.  There were 48 teachers that could not be located and seven who 
were confirmed as deceased.  Once the teachers were located and their school building 
was established, the building principals were identified as the population for the survey.  
This was done using an Internet search of the teachers and their respective district 
webpages to find the building in which they teach.  Then, the building principal and his 
or her contact information were located.  If an e-mail address couldn‘t be determined for 
a potential respondent, a paper letter including a web address to link to the survey was 
mailed to that principal through their school. 
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Dissemination of Survey 
Evans and Mathur (2005) explored some of the potential problems associated 
with online surveys including their impersonal nature, perception as junk mail, privacy 
and security issues, and low response rate.  Measures were taken to help counteract these 
issues.  In terms of impersonal nature and perception as junk mail, a formal letter 
requesting participation in the survey was sent by the researcher along with IRB 
documentation within the survey request.  The letter added a personal touch and the 
corresponding documentation formalized the appeal to potential responders.  The use of 
Survey Monkey dealt with privacy and security issues.  Survey Monkey has a strict 
Privacy Policy.  Based on the Survey Monkey Security Statement, their servers are kept 
in a locked cage and the facilities are monitored around the clock and encrypted 
connections are utilized during the survey process.  Finally, it was determined through 
research that response rates are not necessarily lower with web-based surveys, they are 
simply not higher as people often perceive them to be (Fricker & Schonlau, 2002).  Evans 
and Mathur (2005) summarize the work of several others in noting that online surveys 
often attain results equal to other survey modes.  At times, however, they do worse.    
Research Instrument 
 Due to the lack of studies relating to principals‘ views on the National Board 
Certification process, Dr. Griffin initially designed the research instrument to assess 
perceptions of both NBCTs and non-NBCTs by K-12 building principals (Appendix C).  
The constructs measured were the five core propositions of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards.  This included:  Commitment to Student Learning 
(items 1 through 15), Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It (items 16 
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through 24), Management and Assessment of Student Learning (items 25 through 35), 
Systematic Thought about Practice (items 36-46), and Membership in Learning 
Communities (items 47 through 59).  According to Griffin (2006), ―The NBPTS created 
the core propositions that serve as the standards for the process.  Each core proposition 
consists of a list of qualities that each NBPTS candidate must meet in order to become 
certified.  These qualities became the 59 survey items‖ (Griffin, 2006, pg. 47).  The 
current researcher sought received permission to utilize Griffin‘s survey adding or 
changing the content to meet the confines of the current study (Appendix A and 
Appendix B).  Therefore, while the determination was made to keep the core survey 
items the same, the current researcher formulated additional questions of a qualitative 
nature to address the issue of leadership roles and teachers making this a mixed method 
study (Appendix D).   
 The original 59 questions are set up using a Likert scale format with five choices 
for each question.  Within each question, the principal must respond based upon his or 
her perception of the NBCT(s) on the faculty as well as non-NBCTs on the faculty.  
Thus, for each of the 59 questions, two responses are required.  Response choices 
include:  strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), agree (4), 
and strongly agree (5).  Griffin (2006) notes that he chose an odd-numbered Likert scale 
in order to provide a neutral option.  This provides respondents with a neutral option, 
essentially eliminating a forced opinion on the part of the respondent and potentially 
skewing the data.  Forced opinion scales have been known to positively skew overall 
results in the respondents effort to error on the side of ―being nice‖ and create ethical 
concerns, for some, in forcing a response to a given question (Gill, 2009).  Griffin‘s 
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decision was based on the work of Chang (1994) who asserted that reliability within 
surveys is maximized by odd numbered scales, primarily 3-point, 5-point, and 7-point 
scales.  Chang notes that with increased response options, there is greater room for error.    
 A set of five open-ended questions was added to the survey.  The first four focus 
on the issue of teacher leadership that was explored in the literature review.  Principals 
were asked:  What leadership roles are offered to NBCT(s) in your district? 
          Do NBCTs seek out these roles? 
          Have leadership roles of your NBCT(s) increased since they achieved 
  certification?  If so, in what ways? 
         Does the leadership of the NBCT look any different than the  
  non-NBCTs on your instructional staff?  Please explain. 
This section allowed the leadership roles of NBCTs to be explored and compared to peers 
within their respective schools.  It provided evidence of leadership roles in which NBCTs 
are engaged and if they are, in fact, seeking out those opportunities.  The final open-
ended question was a general question asking respondents if they have any additional 
thoughts that they would like to share. 
 General demographic information was collected in the initial survey conducted in 
Alabama.  This included information about the principal:  gender, race, number of years 
of experience as a principal, and number of years served at the current school as well as 
information regarding the number of NBCTs and non-NBCTs serving under the principal 
on his or her instructional staff.  Some of this demographic data remains the same for the 
new survey while other items have been altered.  Questions regarding the race and gender 
of the principals responding were eliminated.  The grade level of the school with choices 
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of elementary, middle school, junior high, high school, or other was added.  Additionally, 
the location of the school has been added to determine if a school is located in a rural, 
urban, or suburban setting.   
While Griffin‘s initial study was completed in paper format, this study utilized a 
web-based survey program through Survey Monkey.   While the benefits of web-based 
and mail surveys continue to be debated, there are some clear benefits to web-based 
surveys.  First and foremost, the online process allowed for easy access and completion 
for principals.  Put simply, it was convenient for them, especially in an age with so many 
portable technologies.  Secondly, there was less room for error with data entry and 
analysis.  This leads to more accurate results in the final process. Barrios, Villarroya, 
Borrego, and Olle (2010) noted this improvement in data quality.  Their research found 
fewer overall errors, fewer missing items, and longer responses on open-ended questions.  
Finally, while names and locations were not correlated with results in the final analysis, 
the use of a web-based survey made follow-up with non-respondents easier and overall 
rates for completion faster.   
Reliability/Validity 
 In the initial study, Griffin (2006) sought to establish reliability in his survey 
instrument through internal consistency.  Internal consistency is defined as a ―test of 
reliability in which the homogeneity of the items of an instrument is assessed after one 
administration of the instrument‖ (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001).  This type of 
reliability was appropriate given Griffin‘s intention to administer his survey to Alabama 
principals on one occasion.  Thus, he had to correlate the items within the survey to one 
another to establish reliability.  Griffin used Cronbach‘s alpha, the most common internal 
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consistency reliability estimation for survey research and questionnaires that offer a range 
of possible answers for each question such as a Likert scale (McMillan & Schumacher, 
2001).   
Cronbach‘s alpha was designed to measure the extent to which a series of items in 
an instrument measure an individual variable.  In this case, there were five variables 
consisting of the five core propositions of the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards and two groups for whom a reliability test was conducted.  Therefore, Griffin 
checked a total of ten different items.  For most survey instruments, .70 to .90 are 
considered to be in the acceptable range of reliability for coefficients.  Scores of .90 are 
considered to be highly reliable.  Griffin‘s results from the initial study had coefficients at 
.90 or higher in seven of the ten cases.  Only one scale was below the .70 mark at .69.  
This was ―Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It‖ when evaluating non-
NBCTs.  Griffin‘s overall results are shown in Table 2.   
The same analysis was conducted following the Pennsylvania survey and results 
are reported in Table 3.  Results of .90 or greater were found in all 10 areas assessed.  For 
both NBCTs and non-NBCTs, the Alpha was the lowest for Membership in Learning 
Communities at .92 and .90 respectively. 
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Table 2 
Cronbach’s Alpha Levels for NBCTs/Non-NBCTs on the Five Survey Scales-Griffin Survey 
Scale Alpha for 
NBCTs 
Alpha for 
Non-NBCTs 
Commitment to Student Learning .94 .91 
Knowledge of Subject Matter and How 
to Teach it 
.93 .69 
Management and Assessment of Student 
Learning 
.94 .91 
Systematic Thought about Practice .93 .90 
Membership in Learning  
Communities 
.88 .89 
         Griffin (2006) 
Table 3 
Cronbach’s Alpha Levels for NBCTs/Non-NBCTs on the Five Survey Scales-Balbach Survey 
Scale Alpha for 
NBCTs 
Alpha for 
Non-NBCTs 
Commitment to Student Learning .96 .94 
Knowledge of Subject Matter and How 
to Teach It 
.95 .92 
Management and Assessment of Student 
Learning 
.95 .93 
Systematic Thought about Practice .95 .93 
Membership in Learning  
Communities 
.92 .90 
 
 Validity, in general, looks at the extent to which scientific explanations match the 
realities of the world or, at its core, whether the instrument provides accurate results 
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2001).    Griffin (2006) sought to develop construct validity when 
developing his survey.  The variables being studied were the five core propositions of the 
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.  The research literature relating to each 
of the identified variables formed the basis for the survey items.  Based on this research, each 
of the survey items was linked logically to its corresponding variable.  Additionally, a 
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balanced scale was used in developing the survey.  Griffin reported that his research found 
that balanced scales result in higher validity than non-balanced scales. 
Procedures 
 A letter to principals describing the research study and encouraging participation 
was e-mailed to the identified population of 323 principals (Appendix E).  The letter 
contained a link to the Survey Monkey site.  Additionally, the e-mail included an 
attachment containing the consent form with formal IRB information (Appendix F).  
Principals were informed that their completion and submission of the survey indicates 
their consent to participate in the study.  The more informal e-mail was sent to establish a 
more personalized connection with the population that is considered a key component in 
raising the completion rate of online surveys (Evans & Mathur, 2005).  Participants also 
received instruction that they may obtain the results of the study by e-mailing the 
researcher and requesting the information. 
 The initial e-mail was sent to principals on Dec. 27, 2011.  This allowed 
principals to respond during downtime over the winter break period.  It was intended to 
remain open until January 31, 2012.  Reminder e-mails were sent on January 10
th
 and 24
th
 
soliciting additional responses.  A final e-mail was sent on January 30
th
 reminding the 
population that the survey will close the following day and requesting principals‘ 
participation if they have not done so yet.  A sufficient number of responses were not 
secured during the month of January.  Additional requests were sent to the population and 
the survey remained open until February 28, 2012.  
 Some principals indicated that they were interested in completing the survey but 
required Superintendent or School Board approval to do so.  For this reason, a letter was 
sent to superintendents explaining the survey and requesting their support (Appendix G).  
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In one district, Board approval was required and granted.  During this process, a few 
districts declined participation due to involvement in a number of other research studies.  
Their principals were eliminated from the total population. 
 For principals who chose to participate, individuals clicked the survey link 
embedded in the e-mail and were directed to the survey within the Survey Monkey site.  
They completed the survey online starting with the 59 Likert scale questions, moving to 
the five open-ended questions, and ending with the basic demographics section.  Once 
submitted, nothing further was required of the participant.  When the survey was closed, 
the data was imported from Survey Monkey to SPSS 20.0 for analysis.   
Data Analysis 
 The research questions were analyzed using a variety of methods, as this study 
requires mixed-methodology.  The research questions include: 
Research Question 1:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs on a combination of these variables: Commitment to 
Student Learning, Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management and 
Assessment of Student Learning, Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in 
Learning Communities? 
Research Question 2:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Commitment to Student Learning? 
Research Question 3:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It? 
Research Question 4:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Management and Assessment of Student Learning? 
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Research Question 5:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Systematic Thought about Practice? 
Research Question 6:  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Membership in Learning Communities? 
 Research Question 7: Do NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly 
from non-NBCTs in terms of their leadership?  
            Research Question 8:  Do principals from rural, urban, and suburban districts 
differ significantly in their views of NBCT(s) on their staff? 
 While the first six research questions mimicked that of Griffin (2006), the data 
analysis differed slightly from that of the original study.  Inferential statistics were used 
to compare the principals‘ responses relating to the two test groups, NBCTs and non-
NBCTs.  The program SPSS version 20.0 was used in conjunction with the data from the 
Survey Monkey site to run the analyses.  Survey Monkey worked with SPSS directly in 
that a data file could be imported directly into SPSS from Survey Monkey.  This was 
another measure to help reduce error, as data did not need to be retyped from one 
program into another.   
For the Likert scale portion of the survey, paired sample t tests were used to 
determine if the principals surveyed rated the means of the NBCTs and non-NBCTs 
differently on each of the five core propositions that became the survey variables.  This 
provided results for Research Questions 2 through 6 as it allows for a basic comparison 
of the two test groups for each individual focus area.  Additionally, these t test results 
were used to answer Research Question 1.  When explored in combination, they yielded 
information that was used to answer the question.  For the same questions, Griffin 
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utilized univariate t tests for individual variables and a MANOVA to make a comparison 
based upon a weighted combination of the variables. 
Question 7 was addressed using a narrative format.  It provided insight from 
principals into the leadership of NBCTs and non-NBCTs and how that manifests itself in 
practical terms.  Information from principal responses was shared along with what types 
of roles principals find teachers taking on in their buildings and beyond.  This had the 
potential to include both formal and informal leadership roles. 
Finally, Question 8 was addressed by dividing the principals into three groups 
based upon their school locations of rural, urban, and suburban.  The mean and standard 
deviation were determined for each group.  Then, the means were compared to determine 
if principals in different locations perceived their NBCTs and non-NBCTs differently.  
An ANOVA was conducted and the results were reported in table format. 
Additional comparisons were made based upon other demographic information 
provided.  In this way, descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, and 
range was used to explore other disaggregate groupings.  These may include such 
subgroups as school identity, school enrollment, and whether or not an incentive is 
offered to those in the district who achieve accomplished status and are certified as 
NBCTs. 
Limitations 
 This study was completed in Pennsylvania.  Relatively speaking, Pennsylvania 
has a very small population of NBCTs at 870 valid NBCTs.  Some principals have 
multiple NBCTs on their staff.  Thus, the sample size of the study is limited.  The sample 
size was further limited when some districts, including a large urban district did not 
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participate in the study.  In total, there are more than 97,000 NBCTs in the United States.  
The Pennsylvania NBCTs represent a very small fraction of that total.  Additionally, the 
transferability of these results is limited due to the sample size and specifics of the 
location as there are several factors that impact participation in the National Board 
process in this state including such issues as limited incentives at the state and local level 
for those seeking certification, strong collective bargaining agreements within districts, 
and limited support networks for those seeking candidacy.  Principals were asked to 
respond to their perceptions relating to two categories of teachers:  NBCTs and non-
NBCTs.  Some felt that it was difficult as they only had one or two NBCTs on their 
instruction staff and were characterizing the totality of the remainder of their staff under 
the non-NBCT category.  Furthermore, this survey limits the perceptions studied to those 
that correlate with the five core propositions of the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards and basic leadership access and participation.  Principals may have 
additional perceptions of NBCTs and their impact on the school community, which were 
not addressed within this survey. 
Delimitations 
The delimitations of this study were as follows: 
1. The participants identified for this study were K-12 principals in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania who have at least one NBCT serving on their 
instructional staff. 
2. K-12 principals‘ views were determined through the use of an online survey 
consisting of questions that measured the five dependent variables of the study 
that are based on the five core proposition of the NBPTS. 
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3. K-12 principals‘ views were determined through the online survey on 
questions designed to assess the leadership roles of NBCTs. 
4. K-12 principals‘ demographic locations were sought to determine if views 
differed based upon location of rural, urban, and suburban school districts. 
Summary 
The main purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the NBPTS 
process based on how Pennsylvania school principals perceive the NBCTs and non-
NBCTs on their teaching staff and consider what, if any, leadership roles are being 
offered to and assumed by NBCTs.  This study was designed to add to the body of 
knowledge being collected regarding the pros and cons of the National Board 
Certification process.  Pennsylvania principals were surveyed using a 59 questions Likert 
scale survey originally designed by Robert Alvin Griffin (2006) and administered with 
school principals in Alabama.  The Pennsylvania survey included additional questions 
relating to leadership roles of NBCTs and non-NBCTs.  Also, some of the demographic 
questions asked in the original survey were altered or eliminated and new ones added to 
better suit the needs of this particular study. 
 The methodology used to complete this study compared the responses of 
principals on the Likert measure for two groups:  NBCTs and non-NBCTs.  This allowed 
the researcher to make a determination regarding the effectiveness of the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards process in relation to how it manifests itself in 
teacher performance based on questions relating to the five core propositions of the 
Board itself.  The principals‘ perceptions of the performance of NBCTs and non-NBCTs 
was compared using inferential statistics.  The open-ended responses regarding 
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leadership allowed further exploration into a topic that was clearly evident as a challenge 
for teachers and administrators in the review of literature and strongly connected to the 
mission of NBPTS.  The responses to the open-ended questions were analyzed for 
patterns in responses and to determine what types of leadership roles, if any, NBCTs are 
playing and how that differs with their non-NBCT counterparts. 
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Chapter 4:  Results 
 The perceptions of Pennsylvania school principals were utilized to assess the 
effectiveness of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification 
process.  Principals were asked to share their perceptions of National Board Certified 
Teachers (NBCTs) and non-National Board Certified Teachers (non-NBCTs) on their 
instructional staff.  Principals in the population were identified as having at least one 
NBCT on their instructional staff.  The main section of the survey consisted of 59 
questions each requiring one response pertaining to NBCTs and one response pertaining 
to non-NBCTs for a total of 118 responses.  These core questions focused on information 
relating to the five core propositions of the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards:  Teacher Commitment to Student Learning (Questions 2-16), Knowledge of 
Subject Matter and How to Teach It (Questions 17-25), Management and Assessment of 
Student Learning (Questions 26-36), Systematic Thought about Practice (Questions 37-
47), and Membership in Learning Communities (Questions 48-60).  Additionally, 
demographic questions were added and open-ended questions relating to the leadership 
opportunities of NBCTs were also asked. 
Upon completion of the survey, the data surrounding the perceptions of school 
principals was analyzed.  This chapter includes an analysis of responses relating to 
NBCTs and non-NBCTs as well as various demographic comparisons.  Narrative 
information is also shared relating to principal responses regarding the leadership 
opportunities offered to NBCTs and the leadership demonstrated by those NBCTs. 
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Cleaning the Data 
 Overall, 180 of the 323 eligible principals responded to the survey.  However, in 
reviewing the responses, there were several who did not complete the survey.  22 
participants were eliminated because they left more than 10% of the questions blank in 
the main section of the survey.   This resulted in a data set of 158 surveys.  Because of the 
data that needed to be eliminated due to the above reasons, the overall confidence level 
was reduced from 95% to 90%. 
 Some of the remaining surveys contained occasional missing data points.  The 
researcher completed these using an average of the respondent‘s scores for a teacher 
group from the same particular section of the 118 main survey responses.  There were 37 
respondents missing 1 or 2 of the 118 main survey responses.  13 respondents required 3-
6 of their answers to be completed, and 3 respondents required 7-12 answers to be added 
to the total of 118 responses.   
Descriptive Statistics 
Profile of Respondents.  Four of the respondents that completed the main survey 
chose not to complete the entire demographic section.  The following information 
provides a profile of the characteristics of 154 of the 158 acceptable surveys.  For some 
questions, two or three additional responses were incomplete. 
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Table 4 
School Identity (n=154) 
Type of  School # of Principals (if principals indicated more 
than one level, the lower level was used for 
analysis) 
Elementary School 84 
Middle School 26 
Junior High School 3 
High School 40 
Other 1 
 
Table 5 
School Location (n=154) 
School Location # of Principals 
Urban 29 
Suburban 94 
Rural 31 
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Table 6 
School Size (n=152) 
Number of Students in Building # of Principals 
Less than 500 students 54 
500-1000 students 67 
Greater than 1000 students 31 
 
Table 7 
Number of Years as a Principal (n=154) 
Years # of Principals 
1-5 31 
6-10 56 
11-15 30 
16-20 27 
21-25 8 
26-30 2 
 
Table 8 
District Incentive Offered to NBCTs (n=151) 
Incentive offered? # of Principals 
Yes 83 
No 68 
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 For districts that offered incentives, most reported the incentives as financial in 
nature.  They can involve such things as a one time stipend or assistance in paying the fee 
for assessment, or, in some cases, there is a yearly stipend or movement to a higher level 
of the pay scale that comes with National Board Certified Teacher status.  For some 
districts, the pay scale move was to a level just below doctorate or to the doctoral level.  
One response indicated that professional development time is given to teachers rather 
than a financial incentive.  A few principals also indicated that their incentive structure 
has recently changed or will likely change in an upcoming contract to offer less incentive.  
Of those districts offering incentives, principals reported a broad range of total financial 
compensation from a small one-time stipend with School Board recognition to an annual 
stipend of $7,000 per year over the ten-year life of the certification. 
 Only 47 of 501 districts in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania offer incentives 
for National Board Certification, as of 2009.  This represents only 9% of districts in the 
Commonwealth.  Additionally, the Milton Hershey School, a non-public school, offers 
financial incentives and professional development time for candidates (NBPTS, 2009).  
Based on principal accounts, it appears that incentives are currently being reduced rather 
than added.  This is likely related to current budget issues facing school districts 
throughout Pennsylvania.  As of 2012, the National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (2012) reports that no incentives are being offered at the state level.  Thus, 
aside from some outside funding sources that assist with the initial fee, local incentives 
are the only incentives being offered and are available in only in a small percentage of 
districts through their collective bargaining agreements. 
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 Breakdown of Core Survey Questions.  The following tables provide 
information on the response patterns of principals based upon the entire populations and 
then based upon school identity, school location, school size, and whether or not an 
incentive was offered to those achieving National Board Certification.  Questions 2-16 
relate to the teachers‘ Commitment to Learning, Questions 17-25 correspond with 
Knowledge of Subject Matter, Questions 26-36 relate to Management and Assessment of 
Student Learning, Questions 37-47 connect to Systematic Thought about Practice, and 
Questions 48-60 correspond with Membership in Learning Communities. 
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Table 9 
Paired Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
Pair 1 
Commitment to Learning (NBCTs) 
Commitment to Learning (non-NBCTs) 
 
158 
158 
 
64.74 
61.15 
 
9.510 
7.763 
 
.757 
.618 
Pair 2 
Knowledge of Subject Matter (NBCTS) 
Knowledge of Subject Matter (non-NBCTs) 
 
158 
158 
 
38.85 
35.34 
 
6.150 
4.698 
 
.489 
.374 
Pair 3 
Manage/Assess Learning (NBCTs) 
Manage/Assess Learning (non-NBCTS) 
 
158 
158 
 
47.45 
44.50 
 
6.792 
5.612 
 
.540 
.447 
Pair 4 
Systematic Thought about Practice (NBCTs) 
Systematic Thought about Practice (non-
NBCTs) 
 
158 
158 
 
45.42 
41.36 
 
8.282 
6.343 
 
.659 
.505 
Pair 5 
Membership in Learning Communities 
(NBCTs) 
Membership in Learning Communities (non-
NBCTs) 
 
158 
 
158 
 
49.95 
 
46.66 
 
9.042 
 
7.265 
 
.719 
 
.578 
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Table 10 
Descriptive Statistics for Total Population 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 158 1 5 4.35 .852 
Q2B 158 2 5 4.25 .693 
Q3A 158 1 5 4.43 .817 
Q3B 157 2 5 4.12 .603 
Q4A 158 1 5 4.43 .832 
Q4B 157 1 5 4.20 .755 
Q5A 157 2 5 4.41 .743 
Q5B 157 2 5 4.19 .632 
Q6A 158 2 5 4.31 .773 
Q6B 157 2 5 4.01 .660 
Q7A 156 2 5 4.27 .806 
Q7B 158 2 5 3.99 .709 
Q8A 156 2 5 4.45 .730 
Q8B 155 2 5 4.05 .658 
Q9A 156 1 5 4.31 .833 
Q9B 156 2 5 4.13 .692 
Q10A 157 1 5 4.15 .831 
Q10B 157 2 5 3.96 .649 
Q11A 157 1 5 4.11 .844 
Q11B 156 2 5 3.97 .718 
Q12A 158 1 5 4.22 .771 
Q12B 157 2 5 4.06 .647 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 158 1 5 4.40 .677 
Q13B 158 2 5 4.12 .642 
Q14A 156 1 5 4.12 .853 
Q14B 155 2 5 4.00 .703 
Q15A 155 2 5 4.48 .668 
Q15B 155 2 5 4.17 .571 
Q16A 157 1 5 4.32 .832 
Q16B 156 2 5 3.97 .686 
Q17A 155 1 5 4.35 .923 
Q17B 155 2 5 3.83 .710 
Q18A 156 2 5 4.45 .764 
Q18B 157 2 5 4.01 .684 
Q19A 156 1 5 4.31 .769 
Q19B 155 2 5 3.90 .666 
Q20A 157 1 5 4.36 .778 
Q20B 156 2 5 3.95 .641 
Q21A 158 1 5 4.33 .769 
Q21B 158 1 5 3.92 .613 
Q22A 157 1 5 4.31 .807 
Q22B 157 2 5 3.93 .671 
Q23A 157 1 5 4.31 .891 
Q23B 156 2 5 3.97 .632 
Q24A 157 1 5 4.08 .821 
Q24B 155 2 5 3.79 .662 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 158 1 5 4.34 .747 
Q25B 157 2 5 3.96 .603 
Q26A 157 2 5 4.39 .773 
Q26B 158 2 5 4.01 .653 
Q27A 157 1 5 4.43 .727 
Q27B 157 2 5 4.21 .641 
Q28A 155 2 5 4.35 .727 
Q28B 156 2 5 4.01 .700 
Q29A 158 1 5 4.16 .794 
Q29B 157 2 5 3.97 .683 
Q30A 158 1 5 4.08 .852 
Q30B 158 2 5 3.74 .783 
Q31A 156 1 5 4.34 .758 
Q31B 155 2 5 4.05 .622 
Q32A 158 1 5 4.26 .783 
Q32B 158 2 5 4.01 .677 
Q33A 157 2 5 4.51 .627 
Q33B 158 2 5 4.27 .572 
Q34A 156 1 5 4.35 .751 
Q34B 156 2 5 4.16 .627 
Q35A 158 1 5 4.22 .768 
Q35B 158 2 5 3.97 .643 
Q36A 158 1 5 4.39 .621 
Q36B 158 2 5 4.14 .465 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 158 1 5 3.79 1.118 
Q37B 158 1 5 3.30 .871 
Q38A 157 1 5 4.18 .953 
Q38B 158 1 5 3.74 .800 
Q39A 158 1 5 4.17 .992 
Q39B 156 1 5 3.86 .774 
Q40A 157 1 5 3.98 1.041 
Q40B 157 1 5 3.72 .883 
Q41A 158 1 5 4.22 .872 
Q41B 158 1 5 3.82 .685 
Q42A 157 1 5 4.21 .777 
Q42B 158 2 5 4.04 .671 
Q43A 156 1 5 4.22 .918 
Q43B 157 1 5 3.71 .717 
Q44A 156 1 5 4.16 .854 
Q44B 158 2 5 3.85 .767 
Q45A 157 1 5 4.20 .814 
Q45B 156 2 5 3.85 .698 
Q46A 158 1 5 3.86 .906 
Q46B 156 1 5 3.61 .808 
Q47A 157 1 5 4.41 .877 
Q47B 155 1 5 3.86 .734 
Q48A 158 1 5 4.08 1.003 
Q48B 158 1 5 3.81 .861 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 158 1 5 3.99 .971 
Q49B 158 1 5 3.71 .839 
Q50A 158 1 5 4.32 .876 
Q50B 156 1 5 3.89 .668 
Q51A 158 1 5 3.44 1.208 
Q51B 158 1 5 3.00 .964 
Q52A 157 1 5 3.36 1.025 
Q52B 157 1 5 3.04 .865 
Q53A 157 1 5 3.85 .942 
Q53B 157 1 5 3.64 .848 
Q54A 156 1 5 3.74 .951 
Q54B 155 1 5 3.59 .827 
Q55A 156 1 5 3.87 .892 
Q55B 155 1 5 3.74 .772 
Q56A 151 1 5 3.98 .836 
Q56B 148 1 5 3.86 .650 
Q57A 157 1 5 3.94 .845 
Q57B 157 1 5 3.82 .721 
Q58A 158 2 5 4.18 .761 
Q58B 157 1 5 3.93 .752 
Q59A 157 1 5 3.57 .955 
Q59B 156 1 5 3.27 .790 
Q60A 158 1 5 3.66 .950 
Q60B 158 1 5 3.42 .776 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 11 
Descriptive Statistics for School Identity=Elementary School 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 84 1 5 4.33 .923 
Q2B 84 2 5 4.30 .708 
Q3A 84 1 5 4.45 .827 
Q3B 84 2 5 4.20 .555 
Q4A 84 1 5 4.50 .768 
Q4B 83 2 5 4.35 .671 
Q5A 83 2 5 4.46 .770 
Q5B 83 2 5 4.31 .562 
Q6A 84 2 5 4.35 .736 
Q6B 84 2 5 4.11 .602 
Q7A 82 2 5 4.33 .754 
Q7B 84 2 5 4.14 .604 
Q8A 83 2 5 4.43 .736 
Q8B 83 2 5 4.14 .608 
Q9A 83 1 5 4.39 .853 
Q9B 83 2 5 4.33 .683 
Q10A 83 2 5 4.22 .782 
Q10B 83 2 5 4.06 .631 
Q11A 83 1 5 4.25 .763 
Q11B 82 2 5 4.12 .727 
Q12A 84 1 5 4.29 .785 
Q12B 84 2 5 4.21 .622 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 84 2 5 4.46 .648 
Q13B 84 2 5 4.21 .622 
Q14A 84 2 5 4.26 .746 
Q14B 83 2 5 4.20 .639 
Q15A 83 2 5 4.49 .722 
Q15B 83 2 5 4.28 .570 
Q16A 84 2 5 4.35 .829 
Q16B 83 2 5 4.08 .684 
Q17A 82 1 5 4.34 .946 
Q17B 82 2 5 3.85 .756 
Q18A 84 2 5 4.49 .752 
Q18B 84 2 5 4.07 .673 
Q19A 83 1 5 4.37 .711 
Q19B 83 2 5 4.02 .584 
Q20A 84 2 5 4.35 .752 
Q20B 84 2 5 3.98 .620 
Q21A 84 2 5 4.35 .720 
Q21B 84 2 5 3.96 .548 
Q22A 83 2 5 4.25 .824 
Q22B 84 2 5 3.90 .670 
Q23A 83 1 5 4.34 .932 
Q23B 82 2 5 4.04 .637 
Q24A 83 1 5 4.07 .852 
Q24B 83 2 5 3.80 .712 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 84 2 5 4.32 .697 
Q25B 83 2 5 3.99 .595 
Q26A 83 2 5 4.43 .736 
Q26B 84 2 5 4.08 .662 
Q27A 83 1 5 4.49 .669 
Q27B 83 3 5 4.30 .579 
Q28A 81 2 5 4.41 .667 
Q28B 82 2 5 4.06 .691 
Q29A 84 2 5 4.21 .762 
Q29B 83 2 5 4.01 .724 
Q30A 84 2 5 4.06 .841 
Q30B 84 2 5 3.77 .855 
Q31A 83 2 5 4.36 .673 
Q31B 82 2 5 4.13 .583 
Q32A 84 1 5 4.25 .790 
Q32B 84 2 5 4.12 .629 
Q33A 83 2 5 4.47 .650 
Q33B 84 2 5 4.37 .555 
Q34A 83 2 5 4.37 .676 
Q34B 84 2 5 4.21 .561 
Q35A 84 2 5 4.26 .762 
Q35B 84 2 5 4.07 .655 
Q36A 84 2 5 4.44 .529 
Q36B 83 2 5 4.19 .401 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 84 1 5 3.90 1.209 
Q37B 84 1 5 3.25 .992 
Q38A 83 1 5 4.23 .967 
Q38B 84 1 5 3.79 .837 
Q39A 84 1 5 4.20 .979 
Q39B 82 1 5 3.93 .766 
Q40A 83 1 5 3.89 1.082 
Q40B 84 1 5 3.68 .907 
Q41A 84 1 5 4.24 .830 
Q41B 84 1 5 3.82 .731 
Q42A 83 1 5 4.22 .750 
Q42B 84 2 5 4.05 .693 
Q43A 82 1 5 4.21 .926 
Q43B 83 1 5 3.71 .789 
Q44A 83 2 5 4.18 .814 
Q44B 84 2 5 3.93 .773 
Q45A 84 2 5 4.27 .782 
Q45B 83 2 5 3.92 .736 
Q46A 84 1 5 3.96 .884 
Q46B 83 1 5 3.69 .869 
Q47A 84 1 5 4.43 .868 
Q47B 83 1 5 3.93 .745 
Q48A 84 1 5 4.05 1.029 
Q48B 84 1 5 3.87 .889 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 84 1 5 4.04 .950 
Q49B 84 1 5 3.79 .808 
Q50A 84 1 5 4.27 .883 
Q50B 83 1 5 3.86 .735 
Q51A 84 1 5 3.43 1.235 
Q51B 84 1 5 2.96 .999 
Q52A 83 1 5 3.43 1.084 
Q52B 83 1 5 3.10 .983 
Q53A 83 1 5 4.04 .833 
Q53B 84 1 5 3.82 .824 
Q54A 83 1 5 3.84 .917 
Q54B 84 1 5 3.77 .827 
Q55A 82 1 5 3.89 .889 
Q55B 82 1 5 3.83 .750 
Q56A 80 1 5 4.03 .900 
Q56B 79 1 5 3.91 .737 
Q57A 83 1 5 4.07 .823 
Q57B 83 1 5 3.96 .689 
Q58A 84 2 5 4.13 .818 
Q58B 83 2 5 3.95 .747 
Q59A 83 1 5 3.61 1.057 
Q59B 82 1 5 3.28 .850 
Q60A 84 1 5 3.76 .977 
Q60B 84 1 5 3.45 .842 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 12 
Descriptive Statistics for School Identity=Middle School 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 26 3 5 4.54 .582 
Q2B 26 2 5 4.23 .765 
Q3A 26 3 5 4.58 .578 
Q3B 26 2 5 4.08 .688 
Q4A 26 3 5 4.65 .562 
Q4B 26 2 5 4.19 .801 
Q5A 26 4 5 4.50 .510 
Q5B 26 2 5 4.12 .711 
Q6A 26 3 5 4.27 .583 
Q6B 26 3 5 4.00 .566 
Q7A 26 3 5 4.27 .827 
Q7B 26 2 5 3.85 .834 
Q8A 26 3 5 4.46 .706 
Q8B 26 2 5 3.96 .774 
Q9A 25 3 5 4.36 .638 
Q9B 25 3 5 4.04 .539 
Q10A 26 4 5 4.54 .508 
Q10B 26 3 5 4.12 .516 
Q11A 26 3 5 4.00 .693 
Q11B 26 3 5 3.77 .587 
Q12A 26 4 5 4.27 .452 
Q12B 25 3 5 3.96 .455 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 26 3 5 4.35 .629 
Q13B 26 3 5 4.15 .613 
Q14A 25 3 5 4.20 .707 
Q14B 25 3 5 3.88 .600 
Q15A 25 4 5 4.52 .510 
Q15B 25 3 5 4.16 .473 
Q16A 25 3 5 4.44 .712 
Q16B 25 3 5 3.96 .611 
Q17A 25 3 5 4.40 .707 
Q17B 25 3 5 3.84 .624 
Q18A 25 4 5 4.56 .507 
Q18B 25 2 5 4.04 .539 
Q19A 25 3 5 4.40 .707 
Q19B 25 2 5 3.96 .735 
Q20A 25 3 5 4.64 .559 
Q20B 24 3 5 4.17 .482 
Q21A 26 3 5 4.46 .582 
Q21B 26 3 5 4.00 .632 
Q22A 26 3 5 4.50 .583 
Q22B 26 3 5 4.04 .599 
Q23A 26 3 5 4.46 .582 
Q23B 26 3 5 4.12 .516 
Q24A 26 3 5 4.12 .653 
Q24B 26 2 5 3.77 .587 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 26 3 5 4.54 .582 
Q25B 26 3 5 4.08 .484 
Q26A 26 3 5 4.54 .582 
Q26B 26 3 5 4.12 .516 
Q27A 26 3 5 4.50 .583 
Q27B 26 3 5 4.35 .562 
Q28A 26 3 5 4.38 .637 
Q28B 26 3 5 4.08 .560 
Q29A 26 2 5 4.35 .745 
Q29B 26 3 5 4.12 .516 
Q30A 26 3 5 4.23 .710 
Q30B 26 3 5 3.81 .634 
Q31A 26 3 5 4.38 .637 
Q31B 26 3 5 4.08 .560 
Q32A 26 3 5 4.42 .703 
Q32B 26 2 5 4.04 .774 
Q33A 26 4 5 4.65 .485 
Q33B 26 3 5 4.31 .618 
Q34A 26 3 5 4.50 .583 
Q34B 26 3 5 4.19 .567 
Q35A 26 3 5 4.31 .549 
Q35B 26 3 5 4.04 .528 
Q36A 26 4 5 4.62 .246 
Q36B 26 3 5 4.31 .382 
 83 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 26 2 5 3.88 .864 
Q37B 26 2 4 3.42 .578 
Q38A 26 3 5 4.35 .629 
Q38B 26 3 5 3.96 .599 
Q39A 26 3 5 4.42 .643 
Q39B 26 3 5 4.04 .720 
Q40A 26 2 5 4.31 .736 
Q40B 25 2 5 3.92 .759 
Q41A 26 2 5 4.35 .745 
Q41B 26 2 5 3.96 .528 
Q42A 26 3 5 4.35 .629 
Q42B 26 3 5 4.15 .613 
Q43A 26 2 5 4.38 .804 
Q43B 26 3 5 3.77 .587 
Q44A 26 2 5 4.15 .732 
Q44B 26 2 5 3.92 .628 
Q45A 25 3 5 4.32 .627 
Q45B 25 3 5 4.04 .455 
Q46A 26 3 5 4.04 .720 
Q46B 26 3 5 3.69 .618 
Q47A 25 3 5 4.52 .586 
Q47B 25 3 4 3.84 .374 
Q48A 26 3 5 4.50 .583 
Q48B 26 3 5 4.12 .588 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 26 3 5 4.31 .618 
Q49B 26 3 5 4.04 .599 
Q50A 26 4 5 4.62 .496 
Q50B 26 3 5 4.04 .445 
Q51A 26 2 5 3.73 1.079 
Q51B 26 1 5 3.12 .993 
Q52A 26 2 5 3.38 .852 
Q52B 26 1 4 3.00 .748 
Q53A 26 2 5 4.00 .894 
Q53B 26 2 5 3.62 .752 
Q54A 26 2 5 3.96 .824 
Q54B 25 3 5 3.72 .614 
Q55A 26 2 5 3.92 .935 
Q55B 26 2 5 3.65 .936 
Q56A 25 3 5 4.16 .554 
Q56B 24 3 5 3.96 .464 
Q57A 26 3 5 4.12 .653 
Q57B 26 3 5 3.96 .599 
Q58A 26 3 5 4.42 .578 
Q58B 26 3 5 4.08 .688 
Q59A 26 2 5 3.73 .778 
Q59B 26 1 4 3.27 .724 
Q60A 26 2 5 3.88 .952 
Q60B 26 2 5 3.54 .647 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics for School Identity=Junior High 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q2B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q3A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q3B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q4A 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q4B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q5A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q5B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q6A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q6B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q7A 3 4 4 4.00 .000 
Q7B 3 4 4 4.00 .000 
Q8A 2 4 5 4.50 .707 
Q8B 2 4 4 4.00 .000 
Q9A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q9B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q10A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q10B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q11A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q11B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q12A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q12B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q13B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q14A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q14B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q15A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q15B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q16A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q16B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q17A 3 2 5 3.67 1.528 
Q17B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q18A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q18B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q19A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q19B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q20A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q20B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q21A 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q21B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q22A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q22B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q23A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q23B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q24A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q24B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q25B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q26A 3 2 5 3.67 1.528 
Q26B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q27A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q27B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q28A 3 2 5 3.67 1.528 
Q28B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q29A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q29B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q30A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q30B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q31A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q31B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q32A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q32B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q33A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q33B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q34A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q34B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q35A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q35B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q36A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q36B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q37B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q38A 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q38B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q39A 3 2 5 3.33 1.528 
Q39B 3 2 4 3.00 1.000 
Q40A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q40B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q41A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q41B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q42A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q42B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q43A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q43B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q44A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q44B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q45A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q45B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q46A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q46B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q47A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q47B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q48A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q48B 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q49B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q50A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q50B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q51A 3 3 4 3.33 .577 
Q51B 3 3 4 3.33 .577 
Q52A 3 3 4 3.33 .577 
Q52B 3 3 4 3.33 .577 
Q53A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q53B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q54A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q54B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q55A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q55B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q56A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q56B 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q57A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q57B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q58A 3 2 4 3.33 1.155 
Q58B 3 1 4 3.00 1.732 
Q59A 3 3 4 3.67 .577 
Q59B 3 2 4 3.00 1.000 
Q60A 3 4 4 4.00 .000 
Q60B 3 4 4 4.00 .000 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 14 
Descriptive Statistics for School Identity=High School 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 40 2 5 4.43 .747 
Q2B 40 3 5 4.25 .630 
Q3A 40 2 5 4.43 .813 
Q3B 39 2 5 4.03 .668 
Q4A 40 1 5 4.35 .864 
Q4B 40 2 5 4.03 .733 
Q5A 40 2 5 4.45 .749 
Q5B 40 2 5 4.10 .672 
Q6A 40 2 5 4.28 .816 
Q6B 39 2 5 3.92 .774 
Q7A 40 2 5 4.25 .870 
Q7B 40 2 5 3.83 .813 
Q8A 40 2 5 4.28 .784 
Q8B 39 2 5 3.90 .680 
Q9A 40 2 5 4.28 .847 
Q9B 40 2 5 3.88 .686 
Q10A 40 1 5 3.90 .928 
Q10B 40 2 5 3.70 .723 
Q11A 40 1 5 4.05 .986 
Q11B 40 2 5 3.90 .709 
Q12A 40 2 5 4.18 .813 
Q12B 40 2 5 3.85 .700 
 91 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 40 1 5 4.38 .774 
Q13B 40 2 5 3.98 .620 
Q14A 39 1 5 3.92 1.010 
Q14B 39 2 5 3.72 .724 
Q15A 39 3 5 4.54 .555 
Q15B 39 3 5 4.08 .480 
Q16A 40 1 5 4.25 .899 
Q16B 40 2 5 3.80 .687 
Q17A 40 1 5 4.42 .958 
Q17B 40 2 5 3.85 .662 
Q18A 39 2 5 4.44 .852 
Q18B 40 2 5 3.93 .764 
Q19A 40 1 5 4.25 .870 
Q19B 39 2 5 3.67 .662 
Q20A 40 1 5 4.35 .893 
Q20B 40 2 5 3.85 .700 
Q21A 40 1 5 4.33 .859 
Q21B 40 3 5 3.88 .607 
Q22A 40 1 5 4.40 .871 
Q22B 39 2 5 3.97 .707 
Q23A 40 1 5 4.25 .899 
Q23B 40 2 5 3.83 .594 
Q24A 40 1 5 4.17 .844 
Q24B 38 3 5 3.87 .578 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 40 1 5 4.33 .944 
Q25B 40 2 5 3.85 .700 
Q26A 40 2 5 4.35 .834 
Q26B 40 2 5 3.85 .662 
Q27A 40 1 5 4.40 .841 
Q27B 40 2 5 4.05 .714 
Q28A 40 2 5 4.28 .847 
Q28B 40 2 5 3.97 .733 
Q29A 40 1 5 4.05 .846 
Q29B 40 2 5 3.83 .712 
Q30A 40 1 5 4.07 .944 
Q30B 40 2 5 3.62 .705 
Q31A 39 1 5 4.41 .880 
Q31B 39 2 5 3.95 .686 
Q32A 40 1 5 4.30 .791 
Q32B 40 2 5 3.85 .662 
Q33A 40 3 5 4.58 .594 
Q33B 40 3 5 4.12 .516 
Q34A 39 1 5 4.31 .863 
Q34B 38 2 5 4.11 .727 
Q35A 40 1 5 4.15 .802 
Q35B 40 3 5 3.78 .620 
Q36A 40 1 5 4.33 .840 
Q36B 40 2 5 4.00 .550 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 40 1 5 3.55 1.061 
Q37B 40 2 5 3.30 .791 
Q38A 40 1 5 4.10 .955 
Q38B 40 2 5 3.60 .744 
Q39A 40 1 5 4.10 1.105 
Q39B 40 2 5 3.73 .784 
Q40A 40 1 5 4.00 1.086 
Q40B 40 1 5 3.70 .883 
Q41A 40 1 5 4.20 .966 
Q41B 40 2 5 3.77 .660 
Q42A 40 1 5 4.23 .891 
Q42B 40 3 5 4.05 .677 
Q43A 40 1 5 4.20 .966 
Q43B 40 2 5 3.70 .687 
Q44A 39 1 5 4.23 .959 
Q44B 40 2 5 3.70 .791 
Q45A 40 1 5 4.07 .888 
Q45B 40 2 5 3.68 .656 
Q46A 40 1 5 3.62 1.005 
Q46B 39 1 5 3.41 .785 
Q47A 40 1 5 4.45 .959 
Q47B 39 2 5 3.79 .833 
Q48A 40 1 5 3.95 1.085 
Q48B 40 1 5 3.53 .877 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 40 1 5 3.82 1.083 
Q49B 40 1 5 3.45 .876 
Q50A 40 1 5 4.32 .997 
Q50B 39 2 5 3.92 .664 
Q51A 40 1 5 3.25 1.276 
Q51B 40 1 5 2.95 .932 
Q52A 40 1 5 3.20 1.043 
Q52B 40 2 4 2.95 .714 
Q53A 40 1 5 3.48 1.037 
Q53B 39 1 4 3.26 .880 
Q54A 39 1 5 3.44 1.046 
Q54B 38 1 4 3.13 .844 
Q55A 40 1 5 3.90 .871 
Q55B 39 1 5 3.64 .707 
Q56A 38 2 5 3.89 .831 
Q56B 37 3 5 3.73 .560 
Q57A 40 1 5 3.65 .893 
Q57B 40 2 5 3.53 .679 
Q58A 40 2 5 4.23 .698 
Q58B 40 1 5 3.88 .723 
Q59A 40 1 5 3.38 .868 
Q59B 40 2 5 3.22 .733 
Q60A 40 1 5 3.33 .859 
Q60B 40 1 5 3.20 .723 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 15 
Descriptive Statistics for School Identity=Other 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q2B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q3A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q3B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q4A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q4B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q5A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q5B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q6A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q6B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q7A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q7B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q8A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q8B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q9A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q9B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q10A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q10B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q11A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q11B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q12A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q12B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q13B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q14A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q14B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q15A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q15B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q16A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q16B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q17A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q17B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q18A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q18B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q19A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q19B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q20A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q20B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q21A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q21B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q22A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q22B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q23A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q23B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q24A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q24B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q25B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q26A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q26B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q27A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q27B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q28A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q28B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q29A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q29B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q30A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q30B 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q31A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q31B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q32A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q32B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q33A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q33B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q34A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q34B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q35A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q35B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q36A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q36B 1 5 5 5.00 - 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q37B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q38A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q38B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q39A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q39B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q40A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q40B 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q41A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q41B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q42A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q42B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q43A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q43B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q44A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q44B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q45A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q45B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q46A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q46B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q47A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q47B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q48A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q48B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q49B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q50A 1 5 5 5.00 - 
Q50B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q51A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q51B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q52A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q52B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q53A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q53B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q54A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q54B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q55A 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q55B 1 4 4 4.00 - 
Q56A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q56B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q57A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q57B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q58A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q58B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q59A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q59B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q60A 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Q60B 1 3 3 3.00 - 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
 100 
Table 16 
Descriptive Statistics for School Location=Urban 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 29 2 5 4.31 .850 
Q2B 29 2 5 3.83 .848 
Q3A 29 2 5 4.45 .783 
Q3B 28 2 5 3.82 .772 
Q4A 29 2 5 4.62 .677 
Q4B 28 2 5 4.04 .793 
Q5A 28 2 5 4.29 .713 
Q5B 28 2 5 3.89 .786 
Q6A 29 2 5 4.28 .797 
Q6B 28 2 5 3.71 .810 
Q7A 28 2 5 4.18 .772 
Q7B 29 2 5 3.62 .820 
Q8A 28 2 5 4.43 .742 
Q8B 28 2 5 3.75 .752 
Q9A 28 2 5 4.32 .863 
Q9B 28 2 5 3.71 .854 
Q10A 29 2 5 4.17 .759 
Q10B 29 2 5 3.69 .660 
Q11A 28 2 5 4.11 .786 
Q11B 28 2 5 3.71 .854 
Q12A 29 2 5 4.21 .819 
Q12B 29 2 5 3.76 .786 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 29 3 5 4.38 .561 
Q13B 29 2 5 3.83 .658 
Q14A 28 2 5 4.18 .772 
Q14B 27 2 5 3.78 .698 
Q15A 27 3 5 4.44 .577 
Q15B 27 2 5 3.89 .641 
Q16A 28 3 5 4.46 .576 
Q16B 28 2 5 3.75 .701 
Q17A 27 3 5 4.56 .577 
Q17B 27 2 5 3.78 .698 
Q18A 28 2 5 4.46 .693 
Q18B 28 2 5 3.68 .863 
Q19A 28 2 5 4.39 .685 
Q19B 28 2 5 3.75 .701 
Q20A 28 2 5 4.43 .742 
Q20B 27 2 5 3.74 .712 
Q21A 29 4 5 4.45 .506 
Q21B 29 3 5 3.86 .441 
Q22A 28 2 5 4.36 .731 
Q22B 29 2 5 3.79 .774 
Q23A 29 2 5 4.38 .728 
Q23B 29 2 5 3.69 .660 
Q24A 29 2 5 4.03 .823 
Q24B 29 2 5 3.48 .829 
 102 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 29 2 5 4.55 .686 
Q25B 29 2 5 3.79 .675 
Q26A 29 2 5 4.38 .686 
Q26B 29 2 5 3.69 .761 
Q27A 28 4 5 4.43 .504 
Q27B 28 2 5 4.11 .685 
Q28A 28 2 5 4.43 .690 
Q28B 28 2 5 3.79 .787 
Q29A 29 2 5 4.28 .649 
Q29B 29 2 5 3.76 .636 
Q30A 29 4 5 4.34 .484 
Q30B 29 2 5 3.62 .862 
Q31A 28 2 5 4.36 .678 
Q31B 28 2 5 3.86 .705 
Q32A 29 3 5 4.31 .660 
Q32B 29 2 5 3.83 .711 
Q33A 29 3 5 4.45 .572 
Q33B 29 2 5 4.00 .655 
Q34A 29 2 5 4.24 .786 
Q34B 29 2 5 3.79 .819 
Q35A 29 2 5 4.24 .786 
Q35B 29 2 5 3.66 .614 
Q36A 29 2 5 4.38 .463 
Q36B 28 2 5 3.96 .480 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 29 2 5 4.07 1.067 
Q37B 29 2 5 3.34 .814 
Q38A 29 2 5 4.24 .951 
Q38B 29 2 4 3.55 .736 
Q39A 29 2 5 4.41 .682 
Q39B 28 2 5 3.64 .678 
Q40A 28 2 5 4.04 .922 
Q40B 29 2 5 3.48 .871 
Q41A 29 2 5 4.34 .721 
Q41B 29 2 4 3.59 .682 
Q42A 29 4 5 4.41 .501 
Q42B 29 2 5 3.90 .673 
Q43A 27 2 5 4.37 .839 
Q43B 29 2 4 3.41 .780 
Q44A 29 2 5 4.10 .772 
Q44B 29 2 5 3.52 .829 
Q45A 29 2 5 4.24 .786 
Q45B 29 2 5 3.62 .775 
Q46A 29 2 5 3.93 .842 
Q46B 29 2 5 3.55 .736 
Q47A 29 2 5 4.45 .827 
Q47B 29 2 5 3.69 .761 
Q48A 29 2 5 4.07 .799 
Q48B 29 2 5 3.45 .827 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 29 2 5 4.00 .756 
Q49B 29 2 4 3.55 .686 
Q50A 29 4 5 4.52 .509 
Q50B 28 2 5 3.93 .663 
Q51A 29 2 5 3.55 1.055 
Q51B 29 1 5 3.03 .944 
Q52A 28 2 5 3.61 .832 
Q52B 28 1 4 3.04 .881 
Q53A 28 2 5 4.04 .744 
Q53B 29 2 5 3.48 .829 
Q54A 29 2 5 3.83 .928 
Q54B 29 2 4 3.31 .761 
Q55A 27 1 5 3.78 .934 
Q55B 27 3 5 3.52 .893 
Q56A 27 2 5 4.11 .577 
Q56B 27 3 4 3.70 .542 
Q57A 29 3 5 4.07 .593 
Q57B 29 3 5 3.79 .491 
Q58A 29 3 5 4.28 .649 
Q58B 28 2 5 3.86 .591 
Q59A 29 1 5 3.69 .930 
Q59B 29 2 4 3.17 .805 
Q60A 29 2 5 3.79 .861 
Q60B 29  4 3.41 .682 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 17 
Descriptive Statistics for School Location=Suburban 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 94 1 5 4.39 .845 
Q2B 94 3 5 4.41 .576 
Q3A 94 1 5 4.49 .786 
Q3B 94 3 5 4.23 .517 
Q4A 94 1 5 4.48 .786 
Q4B 94 3 5 4.37 .586 
Q5A 94 2 5 4.48 .729 
Q5B 94 3 5 4.32 .491 
Q6A 94 2 5 4.40 .723 
Q6B 94 3 5 4.13 .533 
Q7A 93 2 5 4.38 .793 
Q7B 94 3 5 4.13 .609 
Q8A 94 2 5 4.54 .667 
Q8B 93 2 5 4.18 .589 
Q9A 93 1 5 4.34 .827 
Q9B 93 3 5 4.27 .610 
Q10A 93 1 5 4.17 .829 
Q10B 93 2 5 4.04 .606 
Q11A 94 1 5 4.16 .859 
Q11B 93 2 5 4.08 .630 
Q12A 94 1 5 4.23 .754 
Q12B 94 3 5 4.17 .500 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 94 1 5 4.48 .714 
Q13B 94 2 5 4.27 .552 
Q14A 93 1 5 4.15 .820 
Q14B 93 2 5 4.09 .637 
Q15A 93 2 5 4.52 .685 
Q15B 93 3 5 4.27 .492 
Q16A 94 1 5 4.32 .845 
Q16B 93 3 5 4.11 .580 
Q17A 94 1 5 4.36 .982 
Q17B 94 2 5 3.89 .679 
Q18A 93 2 5 4.53 .746 
Q18B 94 3 5 4.19 .514 
Q19A 93 1 5 4.37 .763 
Q19B 92 3 5 4.03 .544 
Q20A 94 1 5 4.39 .793 
Q20B 94 2 5 4.07 .609 
Q21A 94 1 5 4.36 .801 
Q21B 94 2 5 3.99 .613 
Q22A 94 1 5 4.33 .847 
Q22B 94 2 5 3.99 .631 
Q23A 93 1 5 4.38 .884 
Q23B 92 2 5 4.13 .578 
Q24A 93 1 5 4.11 .840 
Q24B 92 2 5 3.92 .559 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 94 1 5 4.33 .767 
Q25B 93 3 5 4.04 .569 
Q26A 93 2 5 4.45 .745 
Q26B 94 2 5 4.15 .586 
Q27A 94 1 5 4.49 .772 
Q27B 94 3 5 4.30 .602 
Q28A 92 2 5 4.40 .696 
Q28B 93 2 5 4.14 .601 
Q29A 94 1 5 4.17 .838 
Q29B 93 2 5 4.11 .634 
Q30A 94 1 5 4.13 .895 
Q30B 94 2 5 3.82 .733 
Q31A 93 1 5 4.39 .752 
Q31B 92 2 5 4.15 .553 
Q32A 94 1 5 4.27 .845 
Q32B 94 2 5 4.05 .662 
Q33A 93 2 5 4.56 .634 
Q33B 94 4 5 4.40 .493 
Q34A 92 1 5 4.42 .715 
Q34B 93 3 5 4.31 .466 
Q35A 94 1 5 4.24 .743 
Q35B 94 2 5 4.10 .623 
Q36A 95 1 5 4.45 .633 
Q36B 95 1 5 4.28 .355 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 94 1 5 3.72 1.168 
Q37B 94 1 5 3.24 .888 
Q38A 93 1 5 4.24 .890 
Q38B 94 1 5 3.83 .771 
Q39A 94 1 5 4.28 1.010 
Q39B 93 1 5 4.02 .766 
Q40A 94 1 5 4.03 1.052 
Q40B 93 1 5 3.83 .880 
Q41A 94 1 5 4.26 .891 
Q41B 94 1 5 3.93 .676 
Q42A 93 1 5 4.17 .855 
Q42B 94 2 5 4.12 .653 
Q43A 94 1 5 4.26 .961 
Q43B 93 1 5 3.82 .675 
Q44A 92 1 5 4.26 .837 
Q44B 94 2 5 4.01 .664 
Q45A 94 1 5 4.21 .815 
Q45B 93 2 5 3.98 .589 
Q46A 94 1 5 3.86 .899 
Q46B 93 1 5 3.67 .785 
Q47A 94 1 5 4.48 .877 
Q47B 92 1 5 3.95 .669 
Q48A 94 1 5 4.11 1.072 
Q48B 94 1 5 3.93 .833 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 94 1 5 4.04 1.036 
Q49B 94 1 5 3.79 .841 
Q50A 94 1 5 4.30 .982 
Q50B 93 1 5 3.88 .705 
Q51A 94 1 5 3.46 1.250 
Q51B 94 1 5 2.98 .950 
Q52A 94 1 5 3.35 1.055 
Q52B 94 1 5 3.04 .867 
Q53A 94 1 5 3.87 .964 
Q53B 93 1 5 3.72 .839 
Q54A 92 1 5 3.79 .920 
Q54B 91 1 5 3.75 .811 
Q55A 94 1 5 3.94 .890 
Q55B 94 1 5 3.86 .727 
Q56A 89 1 5 4.08 .869 
Q56B 86 1 5 3.98 .668 
Q57A 93 1 5 4.01 .866 
Q57B 93 1 5 3.92 .711 
Q58A 94 2 5 4.20 .798 
Q58B 94 1 5 3.99 .755 
Q59A 93 1 5 3.53 .985 
Q59B 92 1 5 3.28 .803 
Q60A 94 1 5 3.62 .940 
Q60B 94 1 5 3.38 .777 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 18 
Descriptive Statistics for School Location=Rural 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 31 2 5 4.35 .839 
Q2B 31 3 5 4.19 .703 
Q3A 31 2 5 4.32 .871 
Q3B 31 3 5 4.06 .629 
Q4A 31 1 5 4.26 .965 
Q4B 31 1 5 3.87 1.024 
Q5A 31 2 5 4.45 .768 
Q5B 31 2 5 4.13 .763 
Q6A 31 2 5 4.19 .792 
Q6B 31 2 5 3.97 .795 
Q7A 31 3 5 4.16 .779 
Q7B 31 3 5 4.00 .775 
Q8A 30 2 5 4.20 .887 
Q8B 30 3 5 3.90 .662 
Q9A 31 2 5 4.32 .748 
Q9B 31 3 5 4.13 .619 
Q10A 31 2 5 4.16 .860 
Q10B 31 2 5 4.00 .730 
Q11A 31 2 5 4.06 .814 
Q11B 31 2 5 3.94 .814 
Q12A 31 2 5 4.26 .729 
Q12B 30 2 5 4.00 .830 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 31 3 5 4.19 .654 
Q13B 31 2 5 3.97 .752 
Q14A 31 2 5 4.06 .964 
Q14B 31 2 5 3.94 .854 
Q15A 31 2 5 4.42 .720 
Q15B 31 2 5 4.16 .638 
Q16A 31 2 5 4.16 1.003 
Q16B 31 2 5 3.77 .884 
Q17A 30 2 5 4.20 .961 
Q17B 30 2 5 3.70 .837 
Q18A 31 2 5 4.26 .855 
Q18B 31 2 5 3.77 .805 
Q19A 31 2 5 4.16 .860 
Q19B 31 2 5 3.68 .832 
Q20A 31 2 5 4.26 .815 
Q20B 31 2 5 3.77 .617 
Q21A 31 1 5 4.13 .885 
Q21B 31 1 5 3.81 .749 
Q22A 31 2 5 4.23 .805 
Q22B 30 2 5 3.90 .712 
Q23A 31 1 5 4.13 .991 
Q23B 31 2 5 3.77 .617 
Q24A 31 2 5 4.06 .814 
Q24B 30 2 5 3.70 .702 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 31 2 5 4.23 .762 
Q25B 31 3 5 3.87 .619 
Q26A 31 2 5 4.26 .855 
Q26B 31 2 5 3.90 .651 
Q27A 31 2 5 4.32 .748 
Q27B 31 2 5 4.10 .700 
Q28A 31 2 5 4.16 .860 
Q28B 31 2 5 3.90 .790 
Q29A 31 3 5 4.13 .718 
Q29B 31 2 5 3.77 .805 
Q30A 31 2 5 3.71 .902 
Q30B 31 2 5 3.61 .882 
Q31A 31 2 5 4.26 .773 
Q31B 31 2 5 3.97 .706 
Q32A 31 2 5 4.26 .729 
Q32B 31 2 5 4.10 .700 
Q33A 31 3 5 4.45 .624 
Q33B 31 3 5 4.16 .583 
Q34A 31 2 5 4.29 .739 
Q34B 30 3 5 4.10 .607 
Q35A 31 2 5 4.16 .779 
Q35B 31 2 5 3.90 .651 
Q36A 31 2 5 4.23 .714 
Q36B 31 2 5 3.90 .690 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 31 2 5 3.81 1.014 
Q37B 31 2 5 3.39 .919 
Q38A 31 1 5 4.03 1.080 
Q38B 31 1 5 3.71 .938 
Q39A 31 1 5 3.77 1.023 
Q39B 31 2 5 3.65 .798 
Q40A 31 1 5 3.81 1.108 
Q40B 31 1 5 3.65 .877 
Q41A 31 2 5 4.03 .875 
Q41B 31 2 5 3.74 .682 
Q42A 31 3 5 4.23 .669 
Q42B 31 3 5 4.03 .706 
Q43A 31 2 5 4.03 .795 
Q43B 31 2 5 3.71 .739 
Q44A 31 2 5 3.97 .912 
Q44B 31 2 5 3.71 .864 
Q45A 30 2 5 4.20 .805 
Q45B 30 2 5 3.73 .828 
Q46A 31 1 5 3.87 .991 
Q46B 30 1 5 3.50 .974 
Q47A 30 2 5 4.27 ,868 
Q47B 30 2 5 3.77 .858 
Q48A 31 1 5 4.03 .948 
Q48B 31 1 5 3.81 .910 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 31 1 5 3.87 .957 
Q49B 31 1 5 3.68 .945 
Q50A 31 2 5 4.29 .739 
Q50B 31 3 5 3.94 .574 
Q51A 31 1 5 3.26 1.237 
Q51B 31 1 5 3.00 1.065 
Q52A 31 1 5 3.19 1.078 
Q52B 31 1 5 3.06 .892 
Q53A 31 1 5 3.71 .973 
Q53B 31 1 5 3.55 .888 
Q54A 31 1 5 3.55 1.060 
Q54B 31 1 5 3.42 .886 
Q55A 31 1 5 3.87 .806 
Q55B 30 1 5 3.60 .724 
Q56A 31 2 5 3.68 .832 
Q56B 31 2 5 3.68 .653 
Q57A 31 2 5 3.65 .915 
Q57B 31 2 5 3.55 .888 
Q58A 31 2 5 4.03 .795 
Q58B 31 1 5 3.81 .910 
Q59A 31 2 5 3.54 .923 
Q59B 31 1 5 3.26 .773 
Q60A 31 22 5 3.71 1.071 
Q60B 31 11 5 3.48 .890 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 19 
Descriptive Statistics for School Enrollment=Less than 500 students 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 54 1 5 4.24 .867 
Q2B 54 2 5 4.17 .666 
Q3A 54 2 5 .4.37 .808 
Q3B 53 2 5 4.04 .553 
Q4A 54 1 5 4.41 .880 
Q4B 54 1 5 4.24 .775 
Q5A 54 2 5 4.41 .714 
Q5B 54 2 5 4.13 .616 
Q6A 54 2 5 4.28 .685 
Q6B 53 2 5 3.94 .633 
Q7A 54 2 5 4.28 .712 
Q7B 54 2 5 4.02 .598 
Q8A 53 3 5 4.45 .607 
Q8B 53 2 5 4.02 .635 
Q9A 52 2 5 4.35 .653 
Q9B 52 2 5 4.21 .637 
Q10A 53 2 5 4.15 .770 
Q10B 53 2 5 3.94 .569 
Q11A 54 1 5 4.07 .843 
Q11B 54 2 5 3.94 .763 
Q12A 54 1 5 4.19 .754 
Q12B 54 2 5 4.11 .634 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 54 3 5 4.50 .541 
Q13B 54 2 5 4.13 .646 
Q14A 54 2 5 4.22 .691 
Q14B 54 2 5 4.06 .656 
Q15A 53 2 5 4.43 .721 
Q15B 53 2 5 4.09 .597 
Q16A 54 2 5 4.30 .816 
Q16B 53 2 5 3.94 .691 
Q17A 53 2 5 4.40 .884 
Q17B 53 2 5 3.77 .697 
Q18A 54 2 5 4.43 .742 
Q18B 54 2 5 3.91 .680 
Q19A 53 2 5 4.26 .655 
Q19B 53 2 5 3.91 .529 
Q20A 54 2 5 4.24 .823 
Q20B 54 2 5 3.83 .637 
Q21A 54 1 5 4.26 .851 
Q21B 54 1 5 3.80 .737 
Q22A 54 2 5 4.20 .810 
Q22B 54 2 5 3.80 .655 
Q23A 53 1 5 4.32 .872 
Q23B 53 2 5 3.87 .680 
Q24A 53 2 5 4.04 .784 
Q24B 53 2 5 3.74 .711 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 54 3 5 4.33 .700 
Q25B 53 3 5 3.92 .513 
Q26A 53 2 5 4.32 .803 
Q26B 54 2 5 3.94 .685 
Q27A 53 2 5 4.40 .631 
Q27B 53 2 5 4.17 .643 
Q28A 54 2 5 4.24 .751 
Q28B 54 2 5 3.81 .729 
Q29A 54 2 5 4.13 .754 
Q29B 53 2 5 3.94 .718 
Q30A 54 2 5 4.13 .825 
Q30B 54 2 5 3.81 .803 
Q31A 54 2 5 4.24 .642 
Q31B 53 2 5 4.00 .519 
Q32A 54 1 5 4.17 .818 
Q32B 54 2 5 4.04 .643 
Q33A 54 2 5 4.43 .690 
Q33B 54 2 5 4.28 .627 
Q34A 54 2 5 4.31 .748 
Q34B 53 2 5 4.17 .545 
Q35A 54 2 5 4.17 .771 
Q35B 54 2 5 3.94 .627 
Q36A 54 2 5 3.90 .690 
Q36B 55 2 5 4.15 .491 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 54 1 5 3.96 1.228 
Q37B 54 1 5 3.26 .975 
Q38A 53 1 5 4.17 .995 
Q38B 54 1 5 3.65 .850 
Q39A 54 1 5 4.11 1.093 
Q39B 52 1 5 3.79 .848 
Q40A 53 1 5 3.96 1.037 
Q40B 54 1 5 3.70 .838 
Q41A 54 1 5 4.19 .870 
Q41B 54 1 5 3.74 .732 
Q42A 54 1 5 4.22 .718 
Q42B 54 2 5 4.02 .658 
Q43A 54 1 5 4.24 .930 
Q43B 53 1 5 3.68 .754 
Q44A 54 2 5 4.17 .818 
Q44B 54 2 5 3.89 .744 
Q45A 54 2 5 4.26 .782 
Q45B 54 2 5 3.83 .694 
Q46A 54 1 5 3.83 .927 
Q46B 53 1 5 3.58 .842 
Q47A 53 1 5 4.49 .823 
Q47B 52 1 5 3.75 .789 
Q48A 54 1 5 3.96 1.063 
Q48B 54 1 5 3.80 .898 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 54 1 5 3.91 .996 
Q49B 54 1 5 3.69 .865 
Q50A 54 1 5 4.24 .910 
Q50B 53 2 5 3.81 .652 
Q51A 54 1 5 3.63 1.218 
Q51B 54 1 5 3.06 1.054 
Q52A 53 1 5 3.53 1.030 
Q52B 53 1 5 3.19 .982 
Q53A 53 1 5 4.09 .791 
Q53B 54 1 5 3.85 .763 
Q54A 54 2 5 3.85 .920 
Q54B 54 2 5 3.74 .782 
Q55A 54 2 5 3.93 .843 
Q55B 54 2 5 3.70 .792 
Q56A 53 1 5 4.00 .941 
Q56B 52 1 5 3.81 .793 
Q57A 54 2 5 3.91 .784 
Q57B 54 1 5 3.81 .729 
Q58A 54 2 5 4.20 .919 
Q58B 54 1 5 3.93 .866 
Q59A 53 1 5 3.64 1.002 
Q59B 52 1 5 3.21 .776 
Q60A 54 2 5 3.80 .959 
Q60B 54 2 5 3.50 .771 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 20 
Descriptive Statistics for School Enrollment=500-1000 students 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 67 1 5 4.48 .746 
Q2B 67 3 5 4.39 .627 
Q3A 67 1 5 4.51 .766 
Q3B 67 2 5 4.19 .609 
Q4A 67 2 5 4.58 .607 
Q4B 67 2 5 4.22 .714 
Q5A 66 2 5 .4.48 .728 
Q5B 66 2 5 4.24 .658 
Q6A 67 2 5 4.37 .756 
Q6B 67 2 5 4.07 .681 
Q7A 65 2 5 4.32 .793 
Q7B 67 2 5 4.04 .767 
Q8A 66 2 5 4.48 .789 
Q8B 66 2 5 4.05 .689 
Q9A 67 1 5 4.40 .799 
Q9B 67 2 5 4.18 .716 
Q10A 67 2 5 4.27 .750 
Q10B 67 2 5 4.00 .696 
Q11A 67 2 5 4.21 .729 
Q11B 66 2 5 4.03 .701 
Q12A 67 2 5 4.31 .701 
Q12B 66 2 5 4.05 .666 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 67 3 5 4.40 .653 
Q13B 67 3 5 4.16 .642 
Q14A 66 2 5 4.23 .719 
Q14B 66 2 5 4.05 .689 
Q15A 65 2 5 4.51 .616 
Q15B 65 2 5 4.26 .538 
Q16A 66 2 5 4.32 .768 
Q16B 66 2 5 3.95 .689 
Q17A 65 1 5 4.42 .808 
Q17B 65 2 5 3.83 .741 
Q18A 65 2 5 4.49 .732 
Q18B 66 2 5 4.08 .664 
Q19A 66 2 5 4.44 .726 
Q19B 65 2 5 3.94 .768 
Q20A 66 2 5 4.47 .706 
Q20B 66 2 5 4.00 .656 
Q21A 67 3 5 4.42 .555 
Q21B 67 3 5 4.04 .506 
Q22A 66 2 5 4.35 .754 
Q22B 67 2 5 3.99 .707 
Q23A 67 1 5 4.39 .797 
Q23B 66 2 5 4.06 .630 
Q24A 67 2 5 4.13 .694 
Q24B 67 2 5 3.87 .575 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 67 2 5 4.43 .657 
Q25B 67 2 5 4.01 .639 
Q26A 67 2 5 4.49 .704 
Q26B 67 2 5 4.07 .659 
Q27A 67 1 5 4.49 .704 
Q27B 67 2 5 4.27 .665 
Q28A 66 2 5 4.45 .683 
Q28B 66 2 5 4.15 .614 
Q29A 67 2 5 4.25 .746 
Q29B 67 2 5 4.04 .638 
Q30A 67 2 5 4.06 .795 
Q30B 67 2 5 3.73 .790 
Q31A 65 2 5 4.43 .706 
Q31B 65 2 5 4.14 .682 
Q32A 67 2 5 4.36 .667 
Q32B 67 2 5 4.09 .690 
Q33A 66 3 5 4.58 .556 
Q33B 67 3 5 4.31 .528 
Q34A 66 2 5 4.39 .677 
Q34B 67 2 5 4.13 .672 
Q35A 67 2 5 4.31 .633 
Q35B 67 2 5 4.06 .600 
Q36A 68 2 5 4.47 .462 
Q36B 67 2 5 4.21 .428 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 67 2 5 3.79 1.023 
Q37B 67 2 5 3.33 .805 
Q38A 67 2 5 4,28 .831 
Q38B 67 2 5 3.88 .749 
Q39A 67 2 5 4.30 .779 
Q39B 67 2 5 3.99 .749 
Q40A 67 2 5 4.09 .866 
Q40B 66 2 5 3.82 .783 
Q41A 67 2 5 4.27 .770 
Q41B 67 2 5 3.90 .677 
Q42A 66 2 5 4.32 .705 
Q42B 67 3 5 4.13 .649 
Q43A 66 2 5 4.23 .837 
Q43B 67 2 5 3.79 .664 
Q44A 65 2 5 4.22 .760 
Q44B 67 2 5 3.87 .757 
Q45A 66 2 5 4.26 .686 
Q45B 65 2 5 3.98 .673 
Q46A 67 1 5 4.00 .816 
Q46B 67 1 5 3.70 .817 
Q47A 67 2 5 4.48 .704 
Q47B 67 2 5 3.94 .649 
Q48A 67 2 5 4.24 .780 
Q48B 67 2 5 3.88 .844 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 67 1 5 4.15 .803 
Q49B 67 2 5 3.88 .729 
Q50A 67 3 5 4.49 .587 
Q50B 66 2 5 4.03 .581 
Q51A 67 1 5 3.40 1.142 
Q51B 67 1 5 2.93 .841 
Q52A 67 2 5 3.39 .969 
Q52B 67 2 5 3.00 .798 
Q53A 67 2 5 3.90 .873 
Q53B 66 2 5 3.64 .816 
Q54A 66 2 5 3.80 .808 
Q54B 66 2 5 3.67 .751 
Q55A 65 2 5 3.88 .875 
Q55B 65 1 5 3.75 .791 
Q56A 65 2 5 4.05 .759 
Q56B 63 3 5 3.94 .564 
Q57A 66 2 5 4.14 .762 
Q57B 66 2 5 3.95 .643 
Q58A 67 2 5 4.24 .653 
Q58B 67 2 5 4.01 .663 
Q59A 67 2 5 3.69 .908 
Q59B 67 2 5 3.36 .732 
Q60A 67 2 5 3.76 .854 
Q60B 67 2 5 3.49 .704 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 21 
Descriptive Statistics for School Enrollment=More than 1000 students 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 31 2 5 4.42 .886 
Q2B 31 2 5 4.10 .831 
Q3A 31 2 5 4.52 .769 
Q3B 31 2 5 4.10 .700 
Q4A 31 1 5 4.26 1.032 
Q4B 30 2 5 4.07 .828 
Q5A 31 3 5 4.45 .675 
Q5B 31 3 5 4.23 .617 
Q6A 31 2 5 4.42 .765 
Q6B 31 3 5 4.00 .683 
Q7A 31 2 5 4.32 .832 
Q7B 31 2 5 3.87 .763 
Q8A 31 2 5 4.45 .723 
Q8B 30 3 5 4.07 .640 
Q9A 31 2 5 4.26 .893 
Q9B 31 2 5 3.90 .700 
Q10A 31 1 5 4.03 .948 
Q10B 31 2 5 3.90 .700 
Q11A 30 1 5 4.00 1.017 
Q11B 30 3 5 3.87 .681 
Q12A 31 2 5 4.19 .792 
Q12B 31 3 5 3.97 .657 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 31 1 5 4.29 .824 
Q13B 31 2 5 4.00 .632 
Q14A 30 1 5 3.83 1.147 
Q14B 29 2 5 3.76 .786 
Q15A 31 3 5 4.58 .564 
Q15B 31 3 5 4.13 .562 
Q16A 31 1 5 4.39 .955 
Q16B 31 2 5 4.00 .683 
Q17A 31 1 5 4.29 1.039 
Q17B 31 2 5 3.87 .670 
Q18A 31 2 5 4.52 .769 
Q18B 31 2 5 4.03 .752 
Q19A 31 1 5 4.29 .824 
Q19B 31 3 5 3.81 .601 
Q20A 31 1 5 4.39 .882 
Q20B 30 3 5 4.03 .615 
Q21A 31 1 5 4.32 .945 
Q21B 31 3 5 3.87 .562 
Q22A 31 1 5 4.48 .851 
Q22B 30 3 5 4.03 .615 
Q23A 31 1 5 4.29 .902 
Q23B 31 3 5 3.94 .512 
Q24A 31 1 5 4.13 .991 
Q24B 29 2 5 3.69 .761 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 31 1 5 4.26 .930 
Q25B 31 3 5 3.87 .670 
Q26A 31 2 5 4.39 .803 
Q26B 31 3 5 3.97 .605 
Q27A 31 1 5 4.42 .923 
Q27B 31 3 5 4.19 .601 
Q28A 30 2 5 4.33 .802 
Q28B 30 3 5 4.10 .712 
Q29A 31 1 5 4.10 .908 
Q29B 31 2 5 3.84 .735 
Q30A 31 1 5 4.13 .991 
Q30B 31 2 5 3.68 .748 
Q31A 31 1 5 4.45 .850 
Q31B 31 3 5 4.03 .547 
Q32A 31 1 5 4.32 .871 
Q32B 31 3 5 3.87 .619 
Q33A 31 3 5 4.52 .626 
Q33B 31 3 5 4.16 .523 
Q34A 30 1 5 4.37 .850 
Q34B 30 3 5 4.23 .568 
Q35A 31 1 5 4.13 .957 
Q35B 31 2 5 3.81 .749 
Q36A 31 1 5 4.26 .931 
Q36B 30 2 5 4.07 .547 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 31 1 5 3.58 1.089 
Q37B 31 2 5 3.26 .815 
Q38A 31 1 5 4.10 1.012 
Q38B 31 2 5 3.68 .748 
Q39A 31 1 5 4.23 1.117 
Q39B 31 2 5 3.84 .638 
Q40A 31 1 5 3.87 1.258 
Q40B 31 1 5 3.61 1.022 
Q41A 31 1 5 4.29 .973 
Q41B 31 3 5 3.87 .562 
Q42A 31 1 5 4.13 .885 
Q42B 31 3 5 4.03 .657 
Q43A 30 1 5 4.30 .988 
Q43B 31 2 5 3.68 .748 
Q44A 31 1 5 4.16 1.003 
Q44B 31 2 5 3.84 .779 
Q45A 31 1 5 4.13 .991 
Q45B 31 2 5 3.71 .643 
Q46A 31 1 5 3.74 .999 
Q46B 30 2 5 3.50 .731 
Q47A 31 1 5 4.35 1.050 
Q47B 30 2 5 3.87 .819 
Q48A 31 1 5 4.06 1.153 
Q48B 31 1 5 3.68 .871 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 31 1 5 3.94 1.124 
Q49B 31 1 5 3.52 .851 
Q50A 31 1 5 4.29 1.071 
Q50B 31 2 5 .387 .670 
Q51A 31 1 5 3.26 1.290 
Q51B 31 1 5 3.03 .983 
Q52A 31 1 5 3.13 1.056 
Q52B 31 1 4 2.97 .752 
Q53A 31 1 5 3.52 1.061 
Q53B 31 1 4 3.35 .877 
Q54A 30 1 5 3.53 1.167 
Q54B 29 1 5 3.24 .912 
Q55A 31 1 5 3.97 .836 
Q55B 30 3 5 3.90 .481 
Q56A 28 2 5 3.89 .786 
Q56B 28 3 5 3.79 .568 
Q57A 31 1 5 3.71 .902 
Q57B 31 2 5 3.65 .709 
Q58A 31 2 5 4.10 .700 
Q58B 30 1 5 3.80 .761 
Q59A 31 1 5 3.29 .864 
Q59B 31 1 5 3.19 .873 
Q60A 31 1 5 3.26 .938 
Q60B 31 1 5 3.13 .806 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 22 
Descriptive Statistics for Incentive=Yes 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 83 1 5 4.34 .887 
Q2B 83 2 5 4.19 .765 
Q3A 83 1 5 4.42 .857 
Q3B 83 2 5 4.07 .659 
Q4A 83 1 5 4.40 .811 
Q4B 82 2 5 4.10 .696 
Q5A 82 2 5 4.37 .778 
Q5B 82 2 5 4.13 .624 
Q6A 83 2 5 4.31 .764 
Q6B 83 2 5 3.90 .637 
Q7A 83 2 5 4.28 .846 
Q7B 83 2 5 3.89 .765 
Q8A 83 2 5 4.47 .786 
Q8B 82 2 5 3.96 .728 
Q9A 81 1 5 4.25 .956 
Q9B 81 2 5 4.05 .789 
Q10A 82 2 5 4.11 .903 
Q10B 82 2 5 3.85 .722 
Q11A 82 1 5 4.15 .877 
Q11B 82 2 5 3.93 .716 
Q12A 83 1 5 4.17 .824 
Q12B 83 2 5 3.96 .689 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 83 2 5 4.42 .646 
Q13B 83 2 5 4.06 .651 
Q14A 82 2 5 4.13 .899 
Q14B 81 2 5 3.95 .757 
Q15A 81 2 5 4.49 .709 
Q15B 82 2 5 4.13 .583 
Q16A 83 2 5 4.33 .828 
Q16B 83 2 5 3.90 .692 
Q17A 82 1 5 4.30 1.027 
Q17B 82 2 5 3.74 .750 
Q18A 82 2 5 4.39 .828 
Q18B 83 2 5 3.93 .729 
Q19A 83 1 5 4.28 .770 
Q19B 83 2 5 3.81 .671 
Q20A 83 2 5 4.41 .766 
Q20B 82 2 5 3.93 .644 
Q21A 83 2 5 4.37 .744 
Q21B 83 3 5 3.90 .576 
Q22A 83 2 5 4.33 .828 
Q22B 83 2 5 3.88 .705 
Q23A 83 1 5 4.30 .959 
Q23B 82 2 5 3.98 .608 
Q24A 83 1 5 4.05 .840 
Q24B 82 2 5 3.70 .642 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 83 2 5 4.33 .783 
Q25B 82 2 5 3.83 .605 
Q26A 82 2 5 4.38 .796 
Q26B 83 2 5 3.92 .684 
Q27A 83 1 5 4.45 .737 
Q27B 83 2 5 4.16 .653 
Q28A 80 2 5 4.36 .799 
Q28B 81 2 5 3.91 .711 
Q29A 83 2 5 4.11 .797 
Q29B 83 2 5 3.87 .745 
Q30A 83 2 5 4.11 .812 
Q30B 83 2 5 3.63 .744 
Q31A 83 2 5 4.36 .708 
Q31B 83 2 5 3.99 .653 
Q32A 83 1 5 4.23 .786 
Q32B 83 2 5 3.93 .695 
Q33A 83 2 5 4.51 .632 
Q33B 83 2 5 4.20 .579 
Q34A 82 2 5 4.37 .694 
Q34B 81 2 5 4.10 .682 
Q35A 83 2 5 4.22 .716 
Q35B 83 2 5 3.90 .674 
Q36A 84 2 5 4.35 .663 
Q36B 83 2 5 4.07 .483 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 83 1 5 3.76 1.143 
Q37B 83 1 5 3.18 .829 
Q38A 83 1 5 4.17 .985 
Q38B 83 1 5 3.63 .807 
Q39A 83 1 5 4.19 1.041 
Q39B 82 1 5 3.79 .828 
Q40A 82 1 5 3.96 1.105 
Q40B 83 1 5 3.67 .885 
Q41A 83 1 5 4.22 .884 
Q41B 83 1 5 3.73 .750 
Q42A 82 1 5 4.22 .817 
Q42B 83 2 5 4.02 .749 
Q43A 82 1 5 4.18 .995 
Q43B 83 1 5 3.59 .797 
Q44A 81 2 5 4.20 .858 
Q44B 83 2 5 3.77 .816 
Q45A 83 2 5 4.17 .838 
Q45B 83 2 5 3.77 .721 
Q46A 83 1 5 3.87 .880 
Q46B 83 1 5 3.54 .831 
Q47A 83 1 5 4.40 .883 
Q47B 82 2 5 3.76 .695 
Q48A 83 1 5 4.02 1.036 
Q48B 83 1 5 3.66 .928 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 83 1 5 3.90 1.007 
Q49B 83 1 5 3.57 .900 
Q50A 83 1 5 4.24 .932 
Q50B 82 1 5 3.76 .677 
Q51A 83 1 5 3.34 1.232 
Q51B 83 1 5 2.95 .974 
Q52A 82 1 5 3.30 1.015 
Q52B 82 1 5 2.98 .860 
Q53A 83 1 5 3.80 .947 
Q53B 83 1 5 3.52 .875 
Q54A 82 1 5 3.70 .977 
Q54B 81 1 5 3.46 .881 
Q55A 82 1 5 3.85 .918 
Q55B 82 1 5 3.61 .828 
Q56A 77 1 5 3.94 .879 
Q56B 74 1 5 3.80 .702 
Q57A 82 1 5 3.95 .859 
Q57B 82 1 5 3.80 .710 
Q58A 83 2 5 4.10 .790 
Q58B 82 1 5 3.87 .750 
Q59A 82 1 5 3.50 .959 
Q59B 81 1 5 3.17 .834 
Q60A 83 1 5 3.59 .988 
Q60B 83 1 5 3.31 .780 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Table 23 
Descriptive Statistics for Incentive=No 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q2A 68 2 5 4.41 .796 
Q2B 68 3 5 4.37 .596 
Q3A 68 2 5 4.47 .743 
Q3B 67 3 5 4.19 .557 
Q4A 68 1 5 4.53 .819 
Q4B 68 1 5 4.34 .822 
Q5A 68 2 5 4.54 .656 
Q5B 68 2 5 4.31 .629 
Q6A 68 2 5 4.37 .751 
Q6B 67 2 5 4.18 .673 
Q7A 66 2 5 4.32 .727 
Q7B 68 3 5 4.15 .629 
Q8A 66 2 5 4.44 .682 
Q8B 66 3 5 4.17 .543 
Q9A 68 3 5 4.44 .608 
Q9B 68 3 5 4.25 .529 
Q10A 68 1 5 4.24 .715 
Q10B 68 3 5 4.09 .539 
Q11A 68 1 5 4.13 .771 
Q11B 67 2 5 4.06 .715 
Q12A 68 2 5 4.32 .679 
Q12B 67 2 5 4.18 .601 
 136 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q13A 68 1 5 4.38 .734 
Q13B 68 2 5 4.21 .636 
Q14A 67 1 5 4.16 .771 
Q14B 67 2 5 4.07 .635 
Q15A 67 2 5 4.48 .636 
Q15B 66 2 5 4.26 .535 
Q16A 67 1 5 4.30 .871 
Q16B 66 2 5 4.05 .689 
Q17A 66 1 5 4.42 .786 
Q17B 66 2 5 3.97 .656 
Q18A 67 2 5 4.55 .681 
Q18B 67 2 5 4.12 .640 
Q19A 66 1 5 4.38 .780 
Q19B 65 2 5 4.03 .637 
Q20A 67 1 5 4.33 .824 
Q20B 67 2 5 4.01 .639 
Q21A 68 1 5 4.28 .826 
Q21B 68 1 5 3.97 .668 
Q22A 67 1 5 4.30 .817 
Q22B 67 2 5 4.01 .639 
Q23A 67 2 5 4.36 .792 
Q23B 67 2 5 4.00 .651 
Q24A 68 1 5 4.15 .815 
Q24B 67 2 5 3.93 .681 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q25A 68 1 5 4.37 .731 
Q25B 68 3 5 4.12 .587 
Q26A 68 2 5 4.46 .721 
Q26B 68 2 5 4.13 .621 
Q27A 67 1 5 4.45 .724 
Q27B 67 2 5 4.30 .628 
Q28A 68 2 5 4.34 .660 
Q28B 68 2 5 4.16 .660 
Q29A 68 1 5 4.26 .765 
Q29B 67 2 5 4.12 .591 
Q30A 68 1 5 4.04 .921 
Q30B 68 2 5 3.87 .827 
Q31A 66 1 5 4.36 .797 
Q31B 65 2 5 4.15 .592 
Q32A 68 1 5 4.34 .803 
Q32B 68 2 5 4.13 .667 
Q33A 67 3 5 4.52 .612 
Q33B 68 3 5 4.38 .547 
Q34A 67 1 5 4.34 .789 
Q34B 68 3 5 4.26 .507 
Q35A 68 1 5 4.24 .813 
Q35B 68 2 5 4.06 .620 
Q36A 68 1 5 4.44 .608 
Q36B 68 2 5 4.25 .429 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q37A 68 1 5 3.82 1.105 
Q37B 68 1 5 3.44 .920 
Q38A 68 1 5 4.22 .895 
Q38B 68 1 5 3.91 .787 
Q39A 68 1 5 4.21 .923 
Q39B 67 2 5 3.99 .707 
Q40A 68 1 5 4.00 .962 
Q40B 67 1 5 3.81 .857 
Q41A 68 1 5 4.25 .853 
Q41B 68 2 5 3.93 .606 
Q42A 68 1 5 4.25 .720 
Q42B 68 3 5 4.12 .561 
Q43A 67 1 5 4.27 .809 
Q43B 67 2 5 3.88 .591 
Q44A 68 1 5 4.15 .851 
Q44B 68 2 5 3.99 .658 
Q45A 67 1 5 4.25 .766 
Q45B 66 2 5 3.98 .644 
Q46A 68 1 5 3.88 .955 
Q46B 66 1 5 3.70 .803 
Q47A 67 1 5 4.46 .859 
Q47B 66 1 5 4.02 .754 
Q48A 68 1 5 4.15 .966 
Q48B 68 1 5 3.99 .763 
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Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Q49A 68 1 5 4.12 .923 
Q49B 68 1 5 3.93 .719 
Q50A 68 1 5 4.44 .780 
Q50B 67 2 5 4.09 .621 
Q51A 68 1 5 3.54 1.202 
Q51B 68 1 5 3.06 .976 
Q52A 68 1 5 3.43 1.055 
Q52B 68 1 5 3.15 .885 
Q53A 67 1 5 3.96 .928 
Q53B 67 1 5 3.81 .783 
Q54A 67 1 5 3.81 .941 
Q54B 67 2 5 3.76 .761 
Q55A 67 1 5 3.94 .851 
Q55B 66 2 5 3.92 .664 
Q56A 67 2 5 4.09 .773 
Q56B 67 2 5 3.96 .589 
Q57A 68 1 5 3.96 .836 
Q57B 68 1 5 3.85 .758 
Q58A 68 2 5 4.31 .738 
Q58B 68 1 5 4.01 .782 
Q59A 68 1 5 3.63 .960 
Q59B 68 2 5 3.35 .748 
Q60A 68 2 5 3.76 .900 
Q60B 68 2 5 3.56 .761 
Notes.  A=Response regarding NBCTs, B=Response regarding Non-NBCTs 
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Analysis Relating to Research Questions 
Table 24 
Paired Sample T-Tests 
 Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 
Mean 
t Df Sig. 
(2-Tailed) 
Pair 1:  Commitment to 
Learning NBCTs and 
Commitment to Learning 
non-NBCTs 
3.589 8.8871 .706 5.085 157 .000 
Pair 2:  Knowledge of 
Subject Matter NBCTs 
and Knowledge of 
Subject Matter non-
NBCTs 
3.614 6.098 .485 7.450 157 .000 
Pair 3:  Manage/Assess 
Learning NBCTs and 
Manage/Assess Learning 
non-NBCTs 
2.949 6.511 .518 5.694 157 .000 
Pair 4:  Systematic 
Thought about Practice 
NBCTs and Systematic 
Thought about Practice 
non-NBCTs 
4.057 6.875 .547 7.418 157 .000 
Pair 5:  Membership in 
Learning Communities 
NBCTs and Membership 
in Learning Communities 
non-NBCTs 
3.285 7.102 .565 5.814 157 .000 
 
 Research Question 1. Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs on a combination of these variables: Commitment to 
Student Learning, Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management and 
Assessment of Student Learning, Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in 
Learning Communities? 
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 The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Commitment to Learning, Knowledge of 
Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management and Assessment of Student Learning, 
Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in Learning Communities.  Based 
upon a compilation of the data for each subset, the null hypothesis is rejected.  T tests for 
each area demonstrate a significance of .000 showing a high level of difference between 
principal perceptions of NBCTs and non-NBCTs in the areas surveyed.  These results 
demonstrate that NBCTs are performing significantly higher than their non-NBCTs 
counterparts on a combination of all five areas assessed in the survey.  Throughout the 
survey, NBCTs were consistently rated higher than non-NBCTs on the measures assessed 
here.  In narrative commentary, with few exceptions, principals commented that NBCTs 
were the best teachers on their staff and that they would like more teachers to engage in 
the process.   
Research Question 2.  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Commitment to Student Learning? 
The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Commitment to Student Learning 
(p<.05).  A t test was used to compare the mean results of the perceptions of NBCTs to 
the mean results of the perceptions of the non-NBCTs on survey items 2 through 16. 
Results are reported in Table 24. As shown, with a significance of .000, the mean on 
Commitment to Student Learning was significantly higher for the NBCTs than for the 
non-NBCTs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that the NBCT(s) on their instructional 
staff do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Commitment to Student Learning 
 142 
was rejected because the observed significance level was .000 which gives a p < .05. 
Research Question 3.  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It? 
The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to 
Teach It (p<.05).  A t test was used to compare the mean results of the perceptions of 
NBCTs to the mean results of the perceptions of the non-NBCTs on survey items 17 
through 25. Results are reported in the table above. As shown, with a significance of 
.000, the mean on Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It was significantly 
higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that the 
NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on 
Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It was rejected because the observed 
significance level was .000 which gives a p < .05. 
Research Question 4.  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Management and Assessment of Student Learning? 
The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Management and Assessment of Student 
Learning (p<.05).  A t test was used to compare the mean results of the perceptions of 
NBCTs to the mean results of the perceptions of the non-NBCTs on survey items 26 
through 36. Results are reported in the table above. As shown, with a significance of 
.000, the mean on Management and Assessment of Student Learning was significantly 
higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that the 
NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on 
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commitment to student learning was rejected because the observed significance level was 
.000 which gives a p < .05. 
Research Question 5.  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Systematic Thought about Practice? 
The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Systematic Thought about Practice 
(p<.05).  A t test was used to compare the mean results of the perceptions of NBCTs to 
the mean results of the perceptions of the non-NBCTs on survey items 37 through 47. 
Results are reported in the table above. As shown, with a significance of .000, the mean 
on Systematic Thought about Practice was significantly higher for the NBCTs than for 
the non-NBCTs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that the NBCT(s) on their instructional 
staff do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Systematic Thought about Practice 
was rejected because the observed significance level was .000 which gives a p < .05. 
Research Question 6.  Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in Membership in Learning Communities? 
The null hypothesis for this question stated that NBCTs on their instructional staff 
do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Membership in Learning Communities 
(p<.05).  A t test was used to compare the mean results of the perceptions of NBCTs to 
the mean results of the perceptions of the non-NBCTs on survey items 48 through 60. 
Results are reported in the table above. As shown, with a significance of .000, the mean 
on Membership in Learning Communities was significantly higher for the NBCTs than 
for the non-NBCTs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating that the NBCT(s) on their 
instructional staff do not differ significantly from non-NBCTs on Membership in 
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Learning Communities was rejected because the observed significance level was .000 
which gives a p < .05. 
 Research Question 7.  Do NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in terms of their leadership? 
 The null hypotheses states that NBCT(s) on their instructional staff do not differ 
significantly from non-NBCTs in terms of their leadership.  Based upon the responses, 
the null hypothesis is accepted.  When responses were analyzed, 94 of the respondents 
indicated that there is not a difference in leadership between the NBCTs on their staff and 
the non-NBCTs on their staff.  In a few cases, NBCTs were cited in a negative way.  
Comments included things such as:   
 ―NBCT think they do not have to learn further.  They have reached their max 
and are satisfied.‖   
 
 ―I have found that my National certified teachers have pursued the 
certification for monetary reasons (bonuses).‖  
 
 ―NBCT currently on intervention for performance, identified as needing 
improvement.‖ 
 
Many who responded that there was not a difference noted that NBCTs are 
outstanding but so are other staff members.  The respondents indicated that opportunities 
and roles were not different based upon status of NBCT or non-NBCT.  Rather, they 
often cited personal motivation as a key factor in leadership.   
 50 respondents indicated that there is a difference between NBCTs and non-
NBCTs in terms of their leadership.  Some outstanding characteristics that stood out were 
willingness to take risks and take on challenges, the ability to think outside the box, a 
greater sense of responsibility to colleagues and students, and more self-assured and 
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confident backing discussions with research knowledge.  Specific comments included 
such things as: 
 ―[I] would characterize their approach to their craft as exemplary in all 
respects which is well suited to mentor.‖ 
 
 ―They are more committed to developing their craft.‖  
 
 ―They appear to have a more global outlook on the district and have a more 
academic focused approach.‖  
 
Several questioned, though, whether these differences were a result of the 
National Board process or simply the profile of the type of teacher choosing to engage in 
the National Board process.  Many saw the NBCTs as demonstrating those qualities prior 
to their participation in the process.  
 Research Question 8.  Do principals from rural, urban, and suburban districts 
differ significantly in their views of NBCT(s) on their staff? 
Table 25 
ANOVA for School Location (Comparing Urban, Suburban, and Rural Districts) 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
      95.709 
13271.284 
13366.994 
    2 
151 
153 
47.855 
87.889 
  .544 .581 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
non-NBCTs                      Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    991.567 
  8464.018 
  9255.584 
    2 
151 
153 
495.783 
  54.729 
9.059 .000 
Knowledge of Subject       Between Groups       66.059     2  33.029   .861 .425 
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Matter-NBCTs                Within Groups 
                                          Total 
  5792.415 
  5858.474 
151 
153 
 38.360 
Knowledge of Subject      Between Groups 
Matter-non-NBCTs         Within Groups 
                                         Total 
    237.530 
  3137.463 
  3374.994 
    2 
151 
153 
118.765 
  20.778 
5.716 .004 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
      70.977 
  6852.588 
  6923.565 
    2 
151 
153 
  35.489 
  45.381 
  .782 .459 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
non-NBCTs                     Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    371.739 
  4387.663 
  4759.403 
    2 
151 
153 
185.870 
  29.057 
6.397 .002 
Systematic Thought          Between Groups 
about Practice-NBCTs     Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    115.610 
10084.104 
10199.714 
    2 
151 
153 
  57.805 
  66.782 
  .866 .423 
Systematic Thought         Between Groups 
about Practice-                 Within Groups 
non-NBCTs                     Total  
    238.006 
  5905.968 
  6143.974 
    2 
151 
153 
119.003 
  39.112 
3.043 .051 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
NBCTS                            Total   
    131.937 
12217.128 
12349.065 
    2 
151 
153 
  65.969 
  80.908 
 
  .815 .444 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
non-NBCTS                     Total 
    151.004 
  7942.762 
  8093.766 
    2 
151 
153 
  75.502 
  52.601 
1.435 .241 
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The null hypothesis for this question stated that principals from urban, rural, and 
suburban districts do not differ significantly in their views of NBCT(s) on their staff.  
This is confirmed based upon analysis of the data.  For NBCTs, there is not a significant 
difference in the responses between principals in rural, urban, and suburban districts.  In 
three of the areas: Commitment to Student Learning, Knowledge of Subject Matter and 
How to Teach It, Management and Assessment of Student Learning, there were 
significant differences between groups for non-NBCTs.  And, overall, the differences 
were more pronounced for non-NBCTs than NBCTs.  This may demonstrate that the 
National Board Process aids teachers in a variety of settings to reach higher and more 
consistent potential than their non-certified counterparts.  This is an area that potentially 
warrants further study and should be considered for future research as outlined in Chapter 
5. 
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Additional Analyses 
Table 26 
ANOVA for School Identity (Elementary School, Middle School, Junior High School, 
High School, or Other) 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    635.196 
12731.798 
13366.994 
    4 
149 
153 
158.799 
85.448 
1.858 .121 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
non-NBCTs                      Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    792.046 
  8463.538 
  9255.584 
    4 
149 
153 
198.011 
  56.802 
3.486 .009 
Knowledge of Subject       Between Groups 
Matter-NBCTs                Within Groups 
                                          Total 
252.330       
  5606.144 
  5858.474 
 4 
149 
153 
 63.082 
 37.625 
1.677 .158 
Knowledge of Subject      Between Groups 
Matter-non-NBCTs         Within Groups 
                                         Total 
    130.694 
  3244.300 
  3374.994 
    4 
149 
153 
32.673 
  21.774 
1.501 .205 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    332.815 
  6590.750 
  6923.565 
    4 
149 
153 
  83.204 
  44.233 
1.881 .117 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
Non-NBCTs                     Within Groups 
    294.912 
  4464.490 
    4 
149 
73.728 
  29.963 
2.461 .048 
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                                          Total   4759.403 153 
Systematic Thought          Between Groups 
about Practice-NBCTs     Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    332.976 
9866.738 
10199.714 
    4 
149 
153 
  83.244 
  66.220 
1.257 .290 
Systematic Thought         Between Groups 
about Practice-                 Within Groups 
non-NBCTs                     Total  
    153.570 
  5990.404 
  6143.974 
    4 
149 
153 
38.393 
  40.204 
 .955 .434 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
NBCTs                            Total   
    496.847 
11852.218 
12349.065 
    4 
149 
153 
124.212 
  79.545 
 
1.562 .188 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
Non-NBCTs                     Total 
    340.143 
  7753.623 
  8093.766 
    4 
149 
153 
  85.036 
  52.038 
1.634 .169 
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Table 27 
ANOVA for School Enrollment (Less than 500 students, 500-1000 students, Greater than 
500 students) 
 Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
      68.699 
12295.926 
12364.625 
    2 
149 
151 
34.350 
82.523 
  .416 .660 
Commitment to Learning  Between Groups 
non-NBCTs                      Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    74.237 
  8982.388 
  9056.625 
    2 
149 
151 
  37.119 
  60.284 
  .616 .542 
Knowledge of Subject       Between Groups 
Matter-NBCTs                Within Groups 
                                          Total 
      30.413 
  5263.166 
  5293.579 
    2 
149 
151 
 15.207 
 35.323 
  .430 .651 
Knowledge of Subject      Between Groups 
Matter-non-NBCTs         Within Groups 
                                         Total 
    46.399 
  3230.279 
  3276.678 
    2 
149 
151 
  23.199 
  21.680 
1.070 .346 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
NBCTs                             Within Groups 
                                          Total 
      59.116 
  6749.594 
  6808.711 
    2 
149 
151 
  29.558 
  45.299 
  .653 .522 
Manage/Assess Learning  Between Groups 
Non-NBCTs                     Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    57.002 
  4582.465 
  4639.467 
    2 
149 
151 
  28.501 
  30.755 
  .927 .398 
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Systematic Thought          Between Groups 
about Practice-NBCTs     Within Groups 
                                          Total 
    41.513 
9498.428 
9539.941 
    2 
149 
151 
  20.756 
  63.748 
  .326 .723 
Systematic Thought         Between Groups 
about Practice-                 Within Groups 
non-NBCTs                     Total  
    71.452 
  5700.443 
  5771.895 
    2 
149 
151 
  35.726 
  38.258 
  .934 .395 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
NBCTs                            Total   
    225.443 
10883.399 
11108.842 
    2 
149 
151 
112.722 
  73.043 
 
1.543 .217 
Membership in                 Between Groups 
Learning Communities-    Within Groups 
Non-NBCTs                     Total 
    131.989 
  7124.221 
  7256.211 
    2 
149 
151 
  65.995 
  47.814 
1.380 .255 
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Chapter 5:  Conclusions and Recommendations 
Purpose of the Study 
 Currently in Pennsylvania, two of the key areas being explored in the field of 
education include teacher effectiveness and the role of the principal in student 
achievement.  Various strategies are being used to address these issues including new 
systems of evaluation to determine teacher effectiveness and principal development 
programs to improve the instructional leadership capacity of principals and capitalize on 
their position to impact teachers and students.  School districts are facing budget crises 
that are requiring districts, more than ever, to make optimal use of their resources in 
terms of personnel and finances.  One process that is often cited as providing strong 
professional development for teachers as well as meeting the increasing demand for high 
professional standards is that of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.      
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the National Board 
Certification process and examine the leadership roles of NBCTs in Pennsylvania based 
upon the perceptions of school principals.  As the instructional leaders and supervisors in 
schools, principals are in a unique position to observe the daily interactions of the NBCTs 
on their instructional staff.  Principals are able to evaluate NBCTs and non-NBCTs on 
their performance in key areas connected to the five core propositions of the National 
Board for Professional Teaching Standards.  Additionally, principals can provide insight 
into what leadership roles are currently being offered to NBCTs and whether or not 
NBCTs are engaging in those roles.  The results of this study can inform principals as to 
whether or not the National Board Certification process is effective for teachers and 
whether or not they should support the process in their school and district. 
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The core survey piece represented by questions 2-60 of the survey utilizes 
questions first designed by Dr. Robert Alvin Griffin (2006).  Dr. Griffin first surveyed 
Alabama principals in 2005.  This study was designed to replicate Dr. Griffin‘s initial 
study using Pennsylvania principals rather than those from Alabama.  Additional 
questions were added to the core survey to gain insight into the leadership opportunities 
being offered to NBCTs in Pennsylvania districts and whether or not NBCTs are taking 
advantage of those leadership opportunities.  Some additional demographic questions 
were added to explore the characteristics of the respondents and how their responses 
correlate with one another.  
Research Question 1 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-NBCTs 
on a combination of these variables: Commitment to Student Learning, Knowledge of 
Subject Matter and How to Teach It, Management and Assessment of Student Learning, 
Systematic Thought about Practice, and Membership in Learning Communities? 
 Each sub-group revealed a significant difference between the principal 
perceptions of NBCTs and principal perceptions of non-NBCTs (Table 24).  In all 
assessed areas on the core survey, NBCTs were rated higher than their non-NBCT 
counterparts.  This result was similar to the results of Griffin (2006) for the same core 
survey.  In Griffin‘s study, principals also rated NBCTs higher when considering a 
weighted combination of the five variables.   
 NBCTs have been found to outperform non-NBCTs in the research in numerous 
other studies and locations when considering principal perceptions as well as data relating 
to student achievement.  Plecki et al. (2010) noted that principals surveyed in Washington 
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confirm a positive impact of the National Board Certification process on teachers‘ work 
with students and their impact on the professional community within their buildings.   In 
Mississippi, NBCTs were found to impact their students profoundly in the areas of 
reading and language arts when considering scores on the Mississippi Curriculum Test 
(Holland, 2006).  Extensive work surrounding the impact of NBCTs has been conducted 
in Miami-Dade schools in Florida.  Overall, it was concluded that students made larger 
gains if they were taught by NBCTs and smaller gains if taught by those who failed or 
withdrew from the National Board process (Cavalluzzo, 2004).  There is a growing body 
of evidence that demonstrates the effectiveness of NBCTs.  This is evident based upon 
the perceptions of those that are charged with evaluating teacher performance, the 
principal, as well as student performance.  
Research Question 2 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-NBCTs 
in Commitment to Student Learning? 
 The mean score on the Commitment to Student Learning subscale was 
significantly higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs.  Questions 2-16 assessed 
this area and explored items such as treating students equitably, believing that student can 
learn, having a knowledge of students‘ communities, and being concerned with students‘ 
self-concept and motivation.  In this area, on a five-point scale, means for NBCTs ranged 
from 4.11 to 4.48 while for non-NBCTs scores went from 3.96 to 4.25.  For NBCTs, the 
strongest ratings were related to teachers using multiple evaluation methods to enhance 
student knowledge (mean=4.45) and teachers knowing students need varying tools and 
support to learn effectively (mean=4.48).  Principals in the Griffin study also rated their 
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NBCTs higher than non-NBCTs in this area. 
 The work of NBCTs was studied in North Carolina and comparative results 
demonstrated that NBCTs outperformed those attempting to achieve but not achieving 
certification in every category explored.  One of the key areas of difference identified in 
the North Carolina study was that of understanding of students.  Similarly to the strengths 
identified by Pennsylvania principals, NBCTs in the North Carolina study demonstrated 
an obvious commitment to student learning in their ability to improvise when things were 
not running smoothly, provide developmentally appropriate learning tasks to help 
students learn effectively, and create hypotheses as to why students may succeed or fail 
and act upon these hypotheses accordingly (Bond et al., 2000).  
Research Question 3 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It? 
Questions 17-25 asked principals to consider items such as the teacher‘s ability to 
link subject matter in his or her discipline to other academic subjects, the teacher‘s ability 
to find alternative instructional strategies for struggling learners, and possessing such a 
knowledge of subject matter that they help their students develop higher order thinking 
skills. The mean on the Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It subscale was 
significantly higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs.  In this area, on a five-point 
scale, means for NBCTs ranged from 4.08 to 4.45 while for non-NBCTs scores went 
from 3.79 to 4.01.  For NBCTs, the strongest areas were teacher uses multi-modal 
instructional techniques (mean= 4.45) and teacher possesses a repertoire of instructional 
techniques that help students recognize key dilemmas and grasp important concepts, 
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events, or phenomena (mean= 4.36).  In the previous study by Griffin, NBCTs scored 
higher than non-NBCTs in this area as well. 
The work of Bond and others (2000) suggests that NBCTs have a strong 
knowledge of subject matter.  They state that NBCTs possess content knowledge that is 
―more flexibly and innovatively employed in instruction,‖ (pg. 140).  NBCTs were found 
by Laverick (2005) to have high levels of content knowledge and expertise in the area of 
early childhood literacy.  This allowed them to plan effective lessons based upon student 
strengths and promote success as well as make decisions based upon their content 
knowledge that would increase positive student outcomes.  The researcher found the 
NBCTs in her study to be knowledgeable about what they do and why they do it.  This 
component is evidenced by experts in any field and reinforces that notion that NBCTs are 
experts in their teaching with regard to their high level of content knowledge and how to 
apply that knowledge in meaningful ways within the classroom. 
Research Question 4 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Management and Assessment of Student Learning? 
Griffin‘s study found NBCTs to excel over non-NBCTs in this area based upon 
principal perceptions.  This study found similar results.  The mean on the Management 
and Assessment of Student Learning subscale was also significantly higher for the 
NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs.  Topics such as utilizing a variety of evaluation 
methods to assess student progress and to provide constructive feedback to them as well 
as other stakeholders, promoting self-evaluation among students, and assuring that 
students‘ mistakes are utilized as opportunities for learning were addressed in questions 
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26-36.  In this category, means for NBCTs ranged from 4.08 to 4.51 while for non-
NBCTs scores went from 3.74 to 4.27.  NBCTs scored well in orchestrating lessons that 
promote student interaction through cooperative learning activities (mean= 4.43) and 
establishing a classroom climate that is conducive to learning (mean- 4.51).  
Additional researchers have found NBCTs to excel with regard to their ability to 
manage and assess student learning.  Some provide evidence that teachers improved in 
their practice during their time pursuing their National Board Certification.  NBCTs are 
credited with having a deeper understanding of success and failure on specific tasks for 
individual students and being able to alter their instruction, improvising based upon the 
classroom context in a given learning situation.  They are also noted as designing 
developmentally appropriate learning tasks that are utilized to engage, challenge, and 
intrigue students (Bond et al., 2000).  These are not simple tasks.  They require a high 
degree of understanding of individual students, class dynamics, and content area 
knowledge.  There are many skills involved as teachers demonstrate accomplished skill 
in managing and assessing student learning. 
Lustick and Sykes (2006) note that effective assessment is grounded in a strong 
understanding of the content that one teaches.  Teachers in their study shared 
improvements in their assessment practices as a result of being engaged in the National 
Board Certification process.  One teacher commented that she never considered 
assessment as a tool for changing her instruction prior to her engagement in the process.  
It shaped her vision for her classroom and her approach to teaching and learning.  
Another teacher in the Lustick and Sykes study shared improvement in providing 
feedback to students to improve their learning.  As teachers develop their expertise with 
 158 
assessment and provide more effective feedback, it can have a powerful, transforming 
impact on their teaching.  Teachers, seeing this at work in their classrooms, will energize 
their teaching and motivate others to do the same. 
Research Question 5 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-NBCTs 
in Systematic Thought about Practice?  
Questions 37-47 assessed this category and explored items such as teachers 
seeking advice of colleagues and experts in the subject matter to help improve 
educational practice, teachers conducting research in order to stay abreast of emerging 
theories and debates in the subject area, and teachers using today‘s results to develop 
tomorrow‘s lessons. The mean on the Systematic Thought about Practice subscale was 
significantly higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs.  Means for NBCTs ranged 
from 3.79 to 4.41 while for non-NBCTs scores went from 3.30 to 4.04.  For NBCTs, the 
areas given the highest ratings included teacher is a ―reflective participant‖ who considers 
the daily events in the classroom in order to create learning and curricular experiences 
(mean= 4.22), teacher critically examines his or her practice on a regular basis to deepen 
knowledge, expand skills, and incorporate new findings (mean= 4.22), and teacher 
possesses a professional obligation to be a lifelong learner of their discipline (mean= 
4.41).  Correspondingly, NBCTs in Griffin‘s study were also perceived to excel in this 
area over their non-NBCT counterparts. 
The National Board Certification process has been found to encourage and 
enhance reflective practice among teachers engaging in the process (Ingvarson, 1998; 
Park et al.; 2007, Sato et al., 2008).  This helps teachers develop more systematic and 
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frequent reflection and works to improve the overall teaching of those educators.  In the 
current study, several teachers were noted by their principals or through the identification 
process as having pursued advanced degrees, demonstrating the qualities of lifelong 
learners.  Sykes et al. (2006) also note the power of the National Board process and their 
talk surrounding the process as a key component of professional development.  This 
demonstrates systematic thought about practice and engaging in discourse that impacts at 
the classroom level.   
Research Question 6 
Do the NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non- 
NBCTs in Membership in Learning Communities? 
The mean on the Membership in Learning Communities subscale was 
significantly higher for the NBCTs than for the non-NBCTs.  Measures such as teacher 
collaborates with educational stakeholders to determine instructional methods that 
improve students‘ learning, teachers actively participate in the coordination of all services 
to students, and teachers stay up-to-date on educational legislation were assessed in 
questions 48-60.  Means for NBCTs ranged from 3.36 to 4.32 while for non-NBCTs 
scores went from 3.00 to 3.93 in this category.  For NBCTs, the areas with the highest 
ratings were teacher contributes to the intellectual life of the school (mean= 4.32) and 
teacher is aware of the learning goals/objects adopted by educational agencies (mean= 
4.18).  As in the other categories, Griffin‘s results were similar.    
While principals‘ perceptions of NBCTs in this area were clearly higher than their 
perceptions of non-NBCTs, this overall area was the weakest of the five categories for all 
teachers.  It appears that these topics present a challenge for many teachers.  The areas 
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that scored the lowest include the teacher actively seeking the development of 
partnerships with community groups and businesses, the teacher presents, publishes, or 
serves in some capacity at the local, state, or national level, the teacher stays up-to-date 
on education legislation, and the teacher encourages accomplished teachers to remain in 
education, serving as a classroom teacher.  This last area appears to be a particular 
struggle.  For many who excel in the classroom, the natural progression seems to be 
toward moving out of the classroom and into other roles in the district and beyond.  It 
was determined that 49 of the 870 NBCTs had changed positions and were now serving 
in various other capacities.  These NBCTs are currently principals, Directors of 
Curriculum and Instruction, university professors, coordinators, and consultants.  An 
additional 48 teachers could not be located.  This could be because some of them have 
moved to other roles beyond the classroom as well.  This represents approximately 11% 
of total population of NBCTs in Pennsylvania.  This move out of the classroom was also 
noted by Goetze (2006).  In her case study analysis, three of five teachers studied were 
looking for positions outside of the classroom, one was considering a move, and one 
would have moved to a different role but was nearing retirement.  Thus, all five of the 
NBCTs studied considered a move from the classroom level in some capacity in direct 
contrast to the goal of keeping accomplished teachers in the classroom. 
However, the literature suggests that NBCTs are leaders in promoting teacher 
collaboration and professional discourse within their buildings (Plecki et al., 2010; Sykes 
et al., 2006).  This trait is an indicator of high quality professional development (Garet et 
al., 2001).  It is a strong component of the National Board Certification process and 
evident in the practices of those who achieve accomplished status from the National 
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Board for Professional Teaching Standards.  This was supported by principal comments 
relating to the practices of their NBCTs who serve as mentor teachers and leaders in 
various other capacities in the school environment. 
Research Question 7 
Do NBCT(s) on their instructional staff differ significantly from non-NBCTs in 
terms of their leadership? 
The majority of principals indicated that leadership positions were available to all 
teachers meeting the criteria for the position.  Generally, there were not specific 
leadership positions available for NBCTs.  Some principals did share that they: 
 ―…look to these teachers to be team leaders, department heads, and 
mentors to other teachers.‖ 
 
 ―…have a record of offering NBCTs the ability to be instructional coaches 
and/or department heads.‖ 
 
 ―offer many roles:  mentor teacher for local universities, professional 
development planner/presenter, Bully Prevention team member, and 
regularly involved in community groups.‖ 
 
59% of the respondents indicated that there was no difference in the leadership 
exhibited by the NBCTs and non-NBCTs on their instructional staff.  32% of respondents 
noted a difference among the two groups.  9% did not respond to this question.  Some of 
those indicating no difference felt that their NBCTs were strong leaders.  However, they 
also had other highly skilled leaders on their faculty who had not sought out National 
Board Certification.  Many noted that multiple members of their staff are eager to take on 
leadership roles.  A few noted that some excellent teachers do not participate in the 
National Board Certification process due to the time involved.  These principals felt that 
their high quality teachers were already engaged in coaching, planning for lessons, 
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participating on committees, and spending time with their families.  Thus, they lacked the 
time to engage in the National Board Process.  
In regard to leadership and overall teacher effectiveness, some principals question 
whether the process had any actual impact on teachers or simply attracted their teachers 
who already excelled.  One principal, for example, stated, ―Typically, my NBCTs are my 
better teachers but not sure if this is due to their personal motivation and dedication or to 
NBCT.‖  Another said, ―Our NBCT is a very special teacher by his very nature.‖  A third 
principal stated, ―The teachers seeking NBC are already leaders in our schools.‖  Another 
principal questioned, ―What came first, the chicken or the egg?  A teacher who is already 
motivated and already has leadership qualities will seek out and complete such programs 
as NBCT.‖ 
51% of the principals completing the survey reported that the leadership of the 
NBCTs did not change upon receiving certification.  Of those, many noted that the 
leadership of the individuals was already high and remained so.  It was noted that these 
teachers were already strong to begin with, not just because they had gone through the 
National Board Certification process.  This is similar to the findings of Belden et al. 
(2002) who found that the National Board Certification process did not create leaders but 
aided those who were already acting as teacher leaders.  Teachers in their California 
study indicated that they were already serving in a variety of leadership capacities prior to 
pursuing National Board Certification.  Very few contributed in additional ways upon 
receiving accomplished status and becoming National Board Certified Teachers. 
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Research Question 8 
  Do principals from rural, urban, and suburban districts differ significantly in their 
views of NBCT(s) on their staff? 
For NBCTs, there was not a significant difference in the responses between 
principals in rural, urban, and suburban districts.  The response patterns for all three 
groups were similar when rating NBCTs.  However, when considering three of the areas: 
Commitment to Student Learning, Knowledge of Subject Matter and How to Teach It, 
Management and Assessment of Student Learning, there were significant differences 
between groups for non-NBCTs.  And, overall, the differences were more pronounced for 
non-NBCTs than NBCTs.  This may demonstrate that the National Board Process aids 
teachers in a variety of school locations to reach higher and more consistent potential 
than their non-certified counterparts.  The principals in urban settings reported the largest 
differences between the two groups of teachers.   
Based on this information, it appears that the process could have an impact on 
teachers and provide an effective tool for professional development.  This is supported by 
the literature in noting the impact that the National Board Certification process has on a 
teacher‘s practice.  The very process of the program assists teachers in becoming more 
reflective and analytical in their practice and produces positive results on teaching 
practice over time.  The process is viewed as a productive learning experience (Coskie & 
Place, 2008; Ingvarson, 1998; Lustick & Sykes, 2006; Sato et al., 2008). 
Conclusions and Implications 
Effectiveness of NBCTs.  Results of Research Questions 1-6 clearly indicate that 
based upon principal perceptions, there is a difference in the performance of NBCTs and 
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non-NBCTs.  This would indicate that the National Board Process is effective.  While 
there were principals who indicated in their commentary that the NBCTs and non-NBCTs 
did not differ in many ways when considering their entire staff, the overall mean score for 
NBCTs was higher than that of non-NBCTs in every category.  Only five of the 158 
principals had negative comments regarding their NBCTs.  The majority of remarks were 
positive and indicated that NBCTs are making a difference in their schools.  In addition 
to the survey data, principals stated that NBCTs: 
 ―[were] Typically more willing to get involved in building and district-
based committees and initiatives.‖ 
 
 ―[were] Very motivated to learn new things and experiment with different 
approaches in their classroom.‖ 
 
 ―Appear to have a more global outlook on the district and have a more 
academic focused approach.‖ 
 
 ―Seek out opportunities to lead, welcome challenging students, and readily 
engage in philosophical debates involving current issues.‖ 
 
 ―[were] More aware of latest research findings; willing to go the long 
haul.‖ 
 
These results are supported in the literature.  Griffin‘s initial study utilizing the 
same core survey questions yielded similar results.  Griffin (2006) found that NBCTs 
scored significantly higher than non-NBCTs in each of the five key areas as well as a 
weighted combination of the variables when the perceptions of principals were sought, 
scoring higher on every individual question assessed.  Other principals have supported 
the National Board Certification process.  Of a small group of principals surveyed in 
Arizona, 85.3% rated the NBCT on their staff as one of the best teachers and 2.9% said 
the NBCT was the best teacher. In other assessed areas including relationships, classroom 
management, and assessment, principals generally rated NBCTs as ―excellent‖ 
 165 
(Vandervoort et al., 2004).  Scott Lyons, Principal of Leesville Road High School in 
North Carolina said, ―I feel very fortunate to work at a school where teachers take the 
time to go through the National Board process in order to reflect on their practice‖ 
(Garner News, 2012, pg. 1).    
In a study prepared for the Washington State Board of Education, Plecki et al. 
(2010) reported two main themes based upon principals‘ responses in their study.  
Principals commented on NBCTs‘ teaching skills that impact student achievement and 
leadership that impacts student achievement.  Principals noted the higher standards of 
NBCTs and the intentional and deliberate way in which they endeavor to learn more.  
Principals highlighted NBCTs‘ outstanding ability to work with a variety of students and 
meet the needs of diverse learners.  They shared of teachers who seek to work in 
professional collaborative learning communities and utilize research-based curriculums 
as well as their use of technology in the classroom.    
In a case study of one high-poverty, low-performing school in North Carolina that 
is effectively using NBCTs, the support of the principal and the backing of the National 
Board Certification process and standards led to an increase in achievement from just 
over 50% of students performing at grade level to 85% performing at grade level in a 
four-year span.  The principal and assistant principal in this school believed so much in 
the process that they encouraged all of their teachers to work towards National Board 
Certification and infused concepts that are inherent pieces of the National Board 
philosophy into the every day culture of the school.  The administrators viewed NBCTs 
as strong leaders and encouraged them to raise the bar for all teachers in the building 
(Koppich et al, 2007). 
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Three studies conducted in 2004 reinforce the positives of National Board 
Certified Teachers.  Goldhaber and Anthony (2004) found that students in North Carolina 
whose teachers earned National Board Certification scored 7 to 15 percent higher on tests 
than their peers who were taught by teachers who had attempted yet failed to achieve 
certification.  In Miami, Florida, National Board Certification was found to be an 
effective indicator of teacher quality.  In this study, there was statistically significant 
evidence in seven of nine categories analyzed that NBCTs impacted student outcomes 
(Cavalluzzo, 2004).  In Arizona, Vandervoort et al. (2004) found that NBCTs have 
greater impact on student achievement than do non-NBCTs.  NBCTs were determined to 
provide the equivalent of 25 additional days of instruction in their classes each year.   
Given the increasing body of evidence that the National Board Certification 
process is worthwhile and National Board Certified Teachers make a difference in their 
school environments and beyond, there is clear support for teachers to engage in the 
process.  While there were a few negatives cited within this study, the strong majority of 
respondents had highly positive comments regarding their NBCTs, and NBCTs were 
clearly rated higher than their non-NBCT counterparts in all assessed areas on the core 
survey.  The rigor of the process and attention to the standards have the potential to 
impact one‘s teaching for a lifetime.  The core propositions are rooted in the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions that have been identified as being exhibited by effective teachers. 
Despite many studies supporting the National Board Certification process and 
research evidence that supports the process, there continue to be studies that produce 
mixed results and critics who speak out against the process (Ballou & Podgursky, 1998; 
Beldon et al., 2002; Boyd & Reese, 2006; Burroughs et al., 2000; Leef, 2003; McColskey 
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& Stronge, 2002; Podgursky, 2001; Serafini, 2002; Serafini, 2005; Stone, 2002).  It 
appears that in some cases, the current research is not targeting the areas that may provide 
the most meaningful connections.  In working through this study, it became apparent that 
more useful measures could be used to assess the effectiveness of the National Board 
Certification process.  While still seeking the perceptions of principals, it may have been 
more useful to use pre and post measures of specific teachers.  This would allow the 
effectiveness of teachers to be assessed before and after engaging in the process and 
provide valuable information.  Additionally, rather than comparing NBCTs to non-
NBCTs, it may be more beneficial to compare them to teachers who attempted but did 
not achieve accomplished status and the NBCT designation.  Especially in a state like 
Pennsylvania, there is not a great deal of external motivation to pursue National Board 
Certification.  The process is expensive and time consuming for participants.  There are, 
clearly, many Pennsylvania teachers who could achieve accomplished status with the 
National Board but have never attempted the process.  So, in simply comparing NBCTs 
and non-NBCTs, teachers who could also easily be accomplished in their teaching and 
exhibit skills at the same level as those who have gone through the process are being 
assessed.   
Leadership of teachers.  In terms of leadership, there continue to be questions as 
to whether or not the National Board process helps to create strong teacher leaders or 
simply validates those who are already leaders.  Additionally, there is question as to 
whether or not the leadership practices of NBCTs are making a difference in education at 
the local, state, and national level.  In the confines of this study, most principals indicated 
that their NBCTs were already engaged in a variety of leadership activities and continued 
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in those same types of activities upon achieving accomplished status and certification.  
Some believed that it was these same leadership qualities that caused their NBCTs to 
pursue the voluntary certification in the first place.   
The notion that the NBCTs were already acting as leaders is not new (Beldon et 
al., 2002; Goetze, 2006; Sykes et al., 2006).  This has been supported in the literature 
regarding National Board Certification and is endorsed in general literature relating to 
leadership.  The idea that some principals shared that it is not about the NBCT status but 
the person is prevalent.  There are many that would argue that leadership is about more 
than position; it is about people (Cook, 2000; Kouzes & Posner, 2002).   
Traditionally, teachers are viewed as isolationist by nature with individual 
teachers closed off in their classrooms (Lortie, 1975).  Yet, study of the National Board 
Certification process demonstrates that it provides a vehicle for collaboration and support 
of professional development.  Findings from Pennsylvania principals indicate that 
NBCTs are engaged in a variety of leadership activities including mentoring, providing 
professional development at the district and regional level, serving of committees, and 
serving as curriculum and team leaders. This was supported in the literature.  The process 
was found to enhance teacher learning as expertise was shared among colleagues (Park et 
al., 2007).  In describing NBCTs, principals in Washington noted breaking down of 
barriers by ―making the classroom an open studio for teacher observation‖ and engaging 
in ―work with professional collaborative learning communities‖ (Plecki et al., 2010, pg. 
31).  Leadership requires community (Cook, 2000).  Thus, as NBCTs are evidenced as 
seeking out a community of teachers and encouraging interactions, they are able to 
cultivate leadership.  For this to occur more fully, more teachers need to come together in 
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this process.  This will raise the level of professional development and overall classroom 
standards and allow teachers to take more leadership roles from within the classroom 
forging a new school culture grounded in collaboration. 
As more teachers seek National Board Certification and desire to become teacher 
leaders, impacting the profession from the classroom and beyond, there is great potential 
for strong professional learning communities to take hold.  These groups promote 
collegiality, allowing teachers to learn from one another.  There is potential to create 
groups of teachers working together at the building level, district level, and even among 
districts sharing ideas, eliciting feedback, and discussing relevant data.  If NBCTs and 
other expert teachers can successfully share information and build capacity, the teaching 
profession could be revolutionized and teaching and learning processes could be altered 
to reach more students effectively, raising the achievement for students on all levels of 
the learning spectrum.   
At the present time, it appears that this potential is being wasted in most places.  
NBCTs and other expert teachers are underutilized and their skills are not being pursued 
in productive ways beyond the classroom level.  Even for those participating on building 
and district level committees, are so few that their collective impact is not being realized.  
In some schools, the principals were not even aware of the teachers on their staff with 
National Board Certification.  For some, this lack of impact drives them out of the 
classroom in search for more formal leadership roles.  For others, it represents an 
expertise that, while shared with small groups of students each year, is not able to make 
its full impact because it is not being shared. 
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Professional learning communities can change the culture of schools.  Under the 
current educational system, teachers are rewarded for following the rules, following 
procedures, and doing things right.  They are not necessarily rewarded for solving 
problems, making good decisions, and doing right things (Sergiovanni, 1996).  The 
National Board Certification process rectifies this error in the system by setting high 
standards for teachers that are based upon best-practice research.  One solution offered to 
combat the issue and promote leadership of individuals and groups for the good of the 
whole organization and most importantly students is that of professional learning 
communities.  In order to build this type of community, Michael Fullan is noted time and 
again as promoting reculturing leading to restructuring and not restructuring leading to 
reculturing.  Fullan in numerous sources points out that in schools where only a 
restructuring has occurred, limited change is noted and the teaching-learning core of 
schools is not impacted (Sergiovanni, 1996).  But, there is hope for change with the 
professional learning community model.   
DuFour, Eaker, and Dufour (2005) bring together some of the brightest minds in 
education today to explore the potential of professional learning communities.  In 
Chapter 6, Roland Barth describes these communities as teachers sharing their ―craft 
knowledge.‖  There is a considerable amount of craft knowledge held by NBCTs and 
other expert teachers.  However, it must be tapped as a resource in order for lasting and 
transforming change to take place in our educational system.  Fullan brings this to a 
personal level as he proclaims, ―Each of us is the system‖ (pg. 221).  This cry from 
Fullan underscores his viewpoint that reculturing must occur before true change can take 
place.  Stakeholders in all arenas of the school system led by teacher leaders such as 
 171 
NBCTs must embrace the notion that each person is the system and then take appropriate 
accountability for their areas of expertise and lead the way by sharing their craft with 
others and gleaning new perspectives from those with whom they come in contact. 
This shift in thinking has some barriers that teachers must work to overcome.  
First of all, teachers must be willing to engage in greater amounts of professional 
discourse.  They should be consistently discussing current issues in education with their 
peers, reading the research that helps to keep them up-to-date on what is working for 
students, and finding ways to implement innovative ideas in the classroom.  This 
requires collaboration and thoughtful discussion among teachers at grade levels, 
departmental levels, and beyond.  It may also involve other stakeholders including 
community and business leaders as well as administrators.  Secondly, teachers need to 
be more willing to work with colleagues and take a critical view of their own teaching.  
They need to be willing to accept constructive criticism regarding their work and use it 
to improve their practice.  Finally, teachers need to be bold in sharing their expertise 
with one another.  Excellent teachers need to remain in the classroom while leading 
professional development in their school and with professional organizations.  They 
need to be involved in organizations relating to educational leadership as well as their 
subject matter contributing to the work of those organizations when appropriate.  In this 
way, teachers can have a stronger role while maintaining their presence with students.  
This creates an environment in which expert teachers are impacting their profession, 
their own students, and the students of those that they encounter.  It raises the level of 
expectation for all and assists NBCTs in improving their own practice while making a 
difference with others. 
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  Leadership of principals.  In exploring principals as leaders of leaders, it is 
suggested that building principals create an environment of shared leadership (Childs-
Bowen, Moller, & Scrivner, 2000; Cotton, 2003; Jacobson et al., 2005; Lezotte, 2001).  
In Pennsylvania and elsewhere, NBCTs are leaving the classroom.  By creating an 
environment of shared leadership, principals can encourage expanded leadership roles for 
teachers while maintaining the presence of accomplished teachers in the classroom.  
Principals, particularly need to move from the ―I‖ mentality to the ―we‖ as they seek to 
transform their buildings and improve student achievement (Childs-Bowen et al., 2000; 
Sergiovanni, 1996).  In effective schools encouraging the leadership of NBCTs and all 
teachers, the principal created a climate in which collaboration was valued and 
encouraged, shared decision-making occurred, and teaching was made public.  This 
allowed all teachers to improve their skills and student achievement rose (Koppich et al., 
2007). 
Creating an environment of shared leadership will change schools.   Principals 
can set the tone for a reculturing of schools.  As teachers and other stakeholders take 
more ownership and a cultural shift occurs, the principal can then forge ahead, leading 
the effort to rethink and redesign schools.  Finally, school teams can restructure to meet 
their new plans and facilitate the demands that the culture now places on teaching and 
learning.  Professional development including principal and teacher growth as well as 
student achievement are kept at the forefront with a collaborative approach that benefits 
all stakeholders and allows NBCTs and other accomplished teachers to remain in the 
classroom while still influencing the larger community.  This process must be supported 
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and promoted by the principal in order to be effective in bringing about the changes 
needed to have substantial, sustaining results. 
Currently, especially in states such as Pennsylvania, collective bargaining 
agreements can hinder the principal‘s ability to develop effective professional learning 
communities and create innovative leadership roles for accomplished teachers.  There 
are strict limits on teacher time in many districts that don‘t permit a great deal of room 
for collaborative time to occur.  Additionally, principals often have limits on who can 
be hired for certain roles, including leadership roles.  This holds back progress and 
causes additional challenges, even for those desiring change.   
Principals must think differently and seek opportunities to bring their staff 
together.  This may take small steps at first to help teachers gain a level of comfort with 
working together in new ways and challenging one another or in bringing in business 
and community leaders as part of the discussion at times.  Principals may require some 
of their own professional development to greater understand how to create an 
environment with more shared leadership.  They need to feel secure in their own 
expertise and be willing to support the growth of their staff.   
Principals might also need to be creative in bringing about these changes.  They 
may need to think differently, not only in terms of scheduling structures and leadership 
but in terms of how to bring staff members on board and what types of initiatives to 
introduce.  Principals may benefit from starting small, bringing their staff together 
around a single initiative that creates discourse and cooperation among staff members.  
As teachers see the benefits in what they are doing, they can develop some of their own 
groupings around topics of interest and identified needs, meet with teachers with whom 
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they traditionally would not collaborate, and more.  This hopefully will serve to create a 
more collaborative environment that capitalizes on the expertise and synergy of the 
teaching staff and allows all to grow.  The principal can also use this format to serve as 
a true instructional leader in his or her building, stepping out as a leader among leaders 
and making a difference in student achievement and engagement. 
Summary.  There appears to be a two-fold quest in terms of leadership.  First of 
all, teacher leaders need to stay in the classroom impacting student achievement while 
finding ways to make their voices heard and share their expertise beyond the classroom.  
In this way, the collective power of NBCTs can be realized in ways that have not yet 
come to fruition across much of the country.  Secondly, principals need to create systems 
that cultivate an environment of shared leadership.  They can then capitalize on the 
expertise of their accomplished teachers and develop the capacity of the organization as a 
whole.  There is much potential for the leadership of NBCTs to revolutionize the field of 
education.  Teachers and administrators must do their parts to bring this potential to 
reality.  They must each ―be the system‖ and promote growth within themselves and 
others. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
 This study sought to explore the effectiveness of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards certification process by investigating the perceptions of 
Pennsylvania school principals with regard to the NBCTs and non-NBCTs on their 
instructional staff.  Additional questions were studied relating to the leadership of 
NBCTs.  While the study indicates that NBCTs were rated more highly than their non-
NBCT counterparts, there is clearly much more work to be done to establish causal 
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relationships with regard to the National Board Certification process and examine 
effective leadership practices of NBCTs which can have an impact beyond the individual 
classroom environment. 
1. Replication of this study in Pennsylvania and other geographic areas comparing 
NBCTs with those who have attempted to earn the certificate but were not found 
to be accomplished is suggested.  This would aid in making stronger statements 
about the process for those who actually engaged in it rather than comparing 
NBCTs to an entire staff of teachers.   
2. Engage in pre and post evaluations of teachers who are choosing to pursue the 
certification.  This would allow researchers to see if there is a change in 
perceptions regarding teachers from a baseline prior to engaging in the process to 
perceptions regarding their work once the process is complete.  This would be 
useful in analyzing the effectiveness of the process whether or not the teacher 
reaches accomplished status. 
3. Given that some studies (Berg, 2005; Boyd & Reese, 2006; Farrell, 2005; 
Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2002) demonstrate that the leadership 
capacity of NBCTs is being underutilized outside of the classroom environment, it 
would be beneficial to gain a broader understanding of schools where NBCTs are 
being engaged effectively in a shared leadership process while maintaining their 
presence in the classroom.  A case study review of schools in which in NBCTs are 
in the classroom and functioning effectively as leaders in their building, district, 
and beyond has the potential to uncover useful information for others. 
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4. Further study focusing on the leadership qualities of NBCTs and the leadership 
they exhibited before, during, and after the National Board process is warranted.  
Since the National Board process is voluntary, and, in many states, tied to limited 
incentive, further study may help to determine whether or not the process helps to 
develop the leadership capacity of candidates or simply validates natural leaders 
who already exhibit strong leadership skills. 
5. Engage in a comprehensive qualitative study to glean information from principals 
beyond the quantitative measures and explore the practices of NBCTs within their 
buildings. 
6. Determine the perceptions of other stakeholders by seeking the responses of 
assistant principals, district office personnel, and potentially parents on the same 
or similar measures. 
7. Further study of the demographic component may be useful.  If similarities and 
differences can be determined among teachers prior to and after pursuit of 
certification, the usefulness of the National Board Certification process in 
identifying teachers in varying school environments and with varying resources 
may be further established. 
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Mrs. Amy B. Balbach 
1886 Caribou Drive 
Allison Park, PA 15101 
July 5, 2011 
 
Dr. Robert Alvin Griffin 
Office of the Superintendent 
609 South Cedar Avenue 
Demopolis, AL 36732-2237 
 
Dear Dr. Griffin: 
It was a pleasure to speak with you on the phone and via e-mail during the school year.  I 
look forward to furthering the work that you started in Alabama with principals in 
Pennsylvania.  I am quite passionate about student achievement and the role that effective 
teaching and school leadership play in that process.    
I am writing to formally request permission to utilize the survey that you developed for 
your 2006 dissertation, ―A Survey of Alabama School Principals‘ Perceptions of the 
Effectiveness of the National Board Certification Process.‖  Additionally, I would like 
permission to add to or modify the survey to meet the needs of my research as necessary 
for my process.   
Thank you for your time and input.  It is greatly appreciated as I seek to continue this 
work in Pennsylvania. 
Sincerely, 
 
Amy B. Balbach, M. Ed. 
Duquesne University, ILEAD 4 
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of the National Board Certification Process 
  
 196 
This survey assesses Alabama school principals‘ perceptions related to the effectiveness of 
National Board Certified Teachers (NBCTs) as compared to teachers not certified by the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards (Non-NBCTs). Your perceptions related to the National Board 
Certified Teacher(s) on your staff are elicited along with your perceptions of the teachers not possessing 
National Board Certification (Non-NBCTs) on your staff. 
 
 To complete this survey, read each statement on the rating scale and circle the letter(s) that reflect 
your honest opinion about each statement. The letter(s) on the scale represent the following: SD= Strongly 
Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neither Agree nor Disagree (Neutral), A= Agree, SA=Strongly Agree. Please be 
certain to answer each question, making a selection regarding your perceptions first of the NBCT(s ) and 
then of the Non-NBCTs related to each statement. Following the final statement regarding NBPTS, some 
demographic data are requested.  
 
If this is your first year serving as a school principal, please do not complete this survey.  
 
Please do not write your name on this document.  This survey is to remain anonymous. 
 
SD Strongly Disagree A Agree 
D Disagree SA Strongly Agree 
N Neither Agree nor Disagree (Neutral) 
 
Question Scale 
1.   Teacher treats all students equitably: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
2.   Teacher recognizes individual student differences 
and adjusts teaching practices accordingly: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
3.   Teacher believes that all students can learn: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
4.   Teacher applies modifications for students with 
special needs: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
5.   Teacher learns by listening to students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
6.   Teacher learns by watching students interact with  
      peers: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
7.   Teacher uses multiple evaluation methods to 
enhance student knowledge: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
8.   Teacher strives to get to know each student as an 
individual: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
9.   Teacher understands how students grow and 
mature within a certain stage of development: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
10. Teacher has a knowledge of students‘ 
communities:  
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
11. Teacher is concerned with students‘ self-concepts 
and motivation:  
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
12. Teacher develops an understanding of students by 
reading what they write: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
13. Teacher is concerned with students‘ development 
of life skills: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
14. Teacher knows students need varying tools and 
support to learn effectively: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
15. Teacher extends beyond developing the cognitive 
capacity of students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
16.Teacher stays abreast of emerging theories and 
debates in subject area through professional 
development: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
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17. Teacher uses multi-modality instructional 
techniques: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
18. Teacher is able to link subject matter in his or her 
discipline to other academic subjects (integrated 
academics): 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
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SD Strongly Disagree A Agree 
D Disagree SA Strongly Agree 
N Neither Agree nor Disagree (Neutral) 
 
Question Scale 
19. Teacher possesses a repertoire of instructional 
techniques that helps students recognize key dilemmas, 
and grasp important concepts, events, or phenomena: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
20. Teacher develops a conceptual subject matter 
understanding by requiring students to think critically: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
21. Teacher commands specialized knowledge on how 
to convey a subject to students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
22. Teacher finds alternative instructional 
methods/strategies for struggling and students with 
disabilities:  
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
23. Teacher encourages students to question prevailing 
assumptions to help think for themselves by forming 
individual opinions: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
24. Teacher possesses such knowledge of the subject 
matter that they help their students develop higher 
order thinking skills (e.g., critical thinking): 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
25. Teacher uses a variety of instructional resources to 
accommodate multi modality instructional methods 
that keep students involved and focused on learning: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
26. Teacher orchestrates lessons that promote student 
interaction through cooperative learning activities: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
27. Teacher regularly utilizes a variety of evaluation 
methods to assess student progress and to provide 
constructive feedback to them as well as other 
stakeholders: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
28. Teacher creates an environment that encourages 
collaboration by fostering democratic values: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
29. Teacher promotes self-evaluations among students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
30. Teacher is able to recognize teachable moments, 
and knows how to seize these opportunities: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
31. Teacher is able to group students in a non-biased 
manner in order to regulate the pace of instruction: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
32. Teacher establishes a classroom climate that is 
conducive to learning: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
33. Teacher allows each student to make a 
contribution: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
34. Teacher assures that students‘ mistakes are utilized 
as opportunities for learning: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
35. Teacher spends ample time planning for 
instruction: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
36. Teacher conducts research in order to stay abreast 
of emerging theories and debates in the subject area: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
37. Teacher evaluates lessons to find ways to expand 
skills and incorporate new findings: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
38. Teacher seeks the advice of colleagues and experts 
in the subject matter to help improve his or her 
educational practices: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
39. Teacher edits curricula in order to meet needs of 
students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
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40. Teacher is a ―reflective participant‖ who considers 
the daily events in the classroom in order to create 
learning and curricular experiences: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
41. Teacher respects the cultural differences students 
bring to the classroom: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
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SD Strongly Disagree A Agree 
D Disagree SA Strongly Agree 
N Neither Agree nor Disagree (Neutral) 
 
Question Scale 
42. Teacher critically examines his or her practice on a 
regular basis to deepen knowledge, expand skills, and 
incorporate new findings: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
43. Teacher uses today‘s results to develop tomorrow‘s 
lessons: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
44. Teacher incorporates new ideas from a variety of 
resources including students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
45. Teacher continually faces and makes difficult 
choices that test his or her judgment: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
46. Teacher possesses a professional obligation to be a 
lifelong learner of their discipline: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
47. Teacher collaborates with educational stakeholders 
to determine instructional methods that improve 
students‘ learning: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
48. Teacher utilizes all resources possessed by 
stakeholders to improve students‘ understanding of 
concepts: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
49. Teacher contributes to the intellectual life of the 
school: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
50. Teacher presents, publishes, or serves in some 
capacity at the local state, or national level: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
51. Teacher actively seeks the development of 
partnerships with community groups and businesses: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
52. Teacher works creatively with students‘ parents to 
improve learning opportunities: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
53. Teacher provides regular and innovative methods 
of communication for all stakeholders: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
54. Teacher creates ways to include stakeholders in 
lessons (e.g., guest speakers, demonstrations, field 
trips, etc.) 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
55. Teacher attends to issues of continuity and equity 
of learning experiences for students that require special 
services: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
56. Teacher actively participates in the coordination of 
all services to students: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
57. Teacher is aware of the learning goals/objectives 
adopted by educational agencies: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
58. Teacher stays up-to-date on educational legislation: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
59. Teacher encourages accomplished teachers to 
remain in education, serving as a classroom teacher: 
NBCT(s) 
Non-NBCTs 
SD 
SD 
D 
D 
N 
N 
A 
A 
SA 
SA 
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Demographic Data: 
 
1. GENDER:    MALE  FEMALE 
 
2. RACE:                                WHITE          BLACK          HISPANIC          ASIAN          OTHER 
 
3. YEARS EXPERIENCE AS A PRINCIPAL: __________________________________________ 
 
4. NUMBER OF NBCTs ON YOUR INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF: ____________________ 
 
5. NUMBER OF NON-NBCTs ON YOUR INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF: ____________________ 
 
6. NUMBER OF YEARS SERVED AT CURRENT SCHOOL:  ____________________ 
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Dear Principal, 
 
As a current principal with at least one National Board Certified Teacher on your 
instructional staff, you are being asked to participate in a research project.  The purpose 
of this project is to investigate school principal‘s perceptions of the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards certification process and the leadership role that 
National Board Teachers are playing in Pennsylvania schools.   
 
You are asked to complete a survey questionnaire, which will be delivered to you 
electronically through Survey Monkey.  The survey will take approximately 15 minutes 
to complete.  It is comprised primarily of a series questions based on the core 
propositions of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards and requiring 
responses using a Likert scale.  There are five additional open-ended questions.  Your 
responses will be kept anonymous. 
 
This survey is important in helping to determine the impact the National Board 
Certification process is having on teaching and learning in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania.  As instructional leaders, you are consistently called upon to make difficult 
decisions on where to allocate key resources including professional development time 
and money.  The results of this survey will help determine if the National Board process 
is worth your support in these areas and others. 
 
Please note that your completion and submission of the survey indicates your consent to 
participate.  A summary of the results of the research will be provided to you upon 
request by contacting the researcher via e-mail at balbachduq@verizon.net.  There is no 
risk or cost to you associated with your participation.  No follow-up work is required 
beyond the initial survey.  You are under no obligation to complete the survey.  However, 
your input is important and valued as this study will contribute to the body of knowledge 
regarding the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards process. 
 
I greatly appreciate you taking a few minutes of your valuable time to complete this 
survey.  If you have any questions, you may contact me at 412.389.8507 or 
balbachduq@verizon.net. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Amy B. Balbach, M. Ed. 
Duquesne University 
ILEAD 4 
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DUQUESNE UNIVERSITY 
600 FORBES AVENUE      PITTSBURGH, PA 15282 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
 
TITLE: A Survey of Pennsylvania School Principals‘ 
Perceptions of the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards Certification Process and the 
Leadership Roles of National Board Certified 
Teachers 
 
INVESTIGATOR:   Amy B. Balbach 
     201 Graham St. 
     Sewickley, PA 15143 
     412.389.8507 
 
ADVISOR: (if applicable:)  Mary Frances Grasinger, C.S.J., Ph.D. 
     School of Education 
     412.396.5712 
 
SOURCE OF SUPPORT: This study is being performed as partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the doctoral degree in 
Instructional Leadership at Duquesne University. 
 
PURPOSE: You are being asked to participate in a research 
project that seeks to investigate effectiveness of the 
National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards‘ certification process based upon 
Pennsylvania school principals‘ perceptions of 
National Board Certified Teachers and Non-
National Boards Certified Teachers in several key 
areas.  Participants will be asked to complete an 
online survey that will take approximately 15-20 
minutes. 
 
  This is the only request that will be made of you. 
 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no risks greater than those encountered in 
everyday life.  The information obtained through 
your participation in this study will add to the body 
of knowledge that currently exists regarding the 
effectiveness of the National Board for Professional 
 218 
Teaching Standards process.  As a school 
administrator this will be useful in aiding you in 
determining whether or not to advocate for this 
process among your teachers and with other critical 
stakeholders, reflect upon how NBCTs are utilized 
in your building and what leadership roles they may 
or may not play, and consider whether or not 
participation in the National Board process leads to 
benefits for your students. 
 
COMPENSATION: There will be no compensation for your 
participation in this study.  However, participation 
in the project will require no monetary cost to you. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY:  Your name will never appear on any survey or 
research instruments. Responses will appear in 
statistical data summaries and narrative format but 
will remain anonymous.  For follow-up purposes in 
terms of seeking more population members to 
complete the survey, the IP address of respondents 
will be stored by Survey Monkey.  This will ensure 
that those who complete the survey will not receive 
additional contacts.  The survey data is only 
available to the investigator who maintains the 
Survey Monkey account.  Survey Monkey uses 
Secure Sockets Layer (SSL) technology to ensure 
transmittal over a secure connection.  Their data is 
stored on a RAID 10 array and facilities are 
monitored 24 hours per day. 
 
RIGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are under no obligation to participate in this 
study.  You are free to withdraw your consent to 
participate at any time. 
 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS: A summary of the results of this research will be 
supplied to you, at no cost, upon request by 
contacting the researcher at 
balbachduq@verizon.net. 
 
VOLUNTARY CONSENT: I have read the above statements and understand 
what is being requested of me.  I also understand 
that my participation is voluntary and that I am free 
to withdraw my consent at any time, for any reason.  
On these terms, I certify that I am willing to 
participate in this research project.  I understand 
that my completion and submission of the survey on 
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the Survey Monkey site indicates my consent to 
participate in this research study. 
 
 I understand that should I have any further 
questions about my participation in this study, I 
may call Amy B. Balbach (412.389.8507), the 
Principal Investigator, Dr. Mary Frances Grasinger 
(412.396.5712), the Advisor, and Dr. Joseph Kush 
(412.396.1151), Chair of the Duquesne University 
Institutional Review Board. 
     
_______________________________________   __________________ 
Researcher's Signature     Date 
 
By clicking this button, you are consenting to participation in the study described above. 
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Dear School Official, 
My name is Amy Balbach.  I am a doctoral candidate at Duquesne University.  As part of 
my dissertation, I am conducting a survey to gain Pennsylvania school principals‘ 
perceptions of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards certification 
process.  The survey is anonymous.  I am not collecting any identifying information from 
principals regarding them personally or their district.   
 
It has come to my attention that in some districts, the approval of the school 
superintendent or a designated representative is necessary in order for principals to 
participate in completing the survey.  I am requesting your permission for principals in 
your district to complete this survey.  Attached, please find copies of the survey, the IRB 
consent information, and a copy of the e-mail sent to principals. 
 
Below, I am including a list of principals that I have identified for participation in this 
survey.  If positions have changed, please forward the survey link to the appropriate staff 
member upon your approval. 
 
I appreciate your support and respectfully request not only your approval for use of the 
survey in your district but also your encouragement in requesting that the designated 
principals take the time to complete the survey.  Their input is critical as the population 
of principals with National Board Certified Teachers on their staff is rather small within 
the Commonwealth. 
 
The survey is set to run through January 31
st
.  However, if I do not get enough responses, 
it will remain open and additional requests will be sent to principals in order to achieve 
greater participation. 
 
Thank you!  If you have any questions or require additional information regarding the 
study, please call me at 412.389.8507 or e-mail me at balbachduq@verizon.net.  Your 
prompt attention is appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Amy B. Balbach, M. Ed. 
Duquesne University 
ILEAD  4 
